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APP~INTMENTS IN PUBLIC HEALTH AND MARINE-HOSPITAL SERVICE. 
Robert Alexander Herring, of Mississippi, to be rui assistant 

·surgeon in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service of 
the United States. 

William W. Miller, of "Tennessee, to be an assistant surgeon 
in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service of the United 
States. . 

Friench Simpson, of Texas, to be an assistant surgeon in the 
Public Health and 1\Iarine-Hospital Service of tP,e United States. 

Robert A. C. Wollenberg, of l\Iichigan, to be an assistant sur
geon in the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service of the 
United States. 

POSTMASTERS. 
ARKANSAS. 

Tillie J'. Bruce to be postmaster at Piggott, in the county of 
Clay and State of Arkansas. 

Joel A. Harper to be postmaster at Rector, in the county of 
Clay and State of Arkansas. 

_COLORADO. 

George A. Herrington to be postmaster at Montrose, in the 
county of Montrose and State of Colorado. 

Mabel E. Strout to be postmaster at Ouray, in the county of 
Ouray and State of Colorado-. · 

IDAHO. 

William S. Brainard to be postmaster at Wardner, in the 
county of Shoshone and State of Idaho. 

ILLINOIS. 

Welby B. Carleton to be postmaster at Hinsdale, in the county 
of Dupage and State of Illinois. . 

Henry B. Harvey to be postmaster at Cissna Park, in the 
county of Iroquois a,nd State of Illinois. . 
. Frank Woolley to be postmaster at Saybrook, in the county 

of McLean and State of Illinois. 
INDIANA. 

Daniel Conaway to be postmaster at Cayuga, in the county 
of Vermilion and State of Indiana. 

KJ<riTUCKY. 

Dood Adair to be postmaster at Hawesville, in the county of 
.Hancock and State of Kentuc1..7. 

MAINE. 

1\Iary E. Clark to be postmaster _at Bingham, in the county of 
Somerset and State of Maine. 

Mary E. Frye to be postmaster at Fryeburg, in the county of 
Oxford and State of l\Iaine. 

Harry R. Hichborn to be postmaster at Stockton Springs, in 
the county of Waldo and State of Maine. 
_ Theophilus H. Sproul to be postmaster at Winterport, in the 

county of Waldo and State of Maine. 
MARYLAND. 

· Alfred H. Hambleton to be postmaster at St. Michaels, in the 
county of Talbot and State of Maryland. 

• MASSACHUSETTS. 

Andrew N. Maxon to be postmaster at Blackstone, in the 
county of Worcester and State of Massachusetts. 

Simeon L. Smith to be postmaster at Orleans, in the county 
of Barnstable and State of Massachusetts. 

MICHIGA...~. 

Oscar P. Carver to be postmaster at Traverse City, in the 
county of ~rand Traverse and State of :Michigan. 

MI~'"NESOTA. 

Joseph H. Feeter to be postmaster at Bird Island, in the 
county of Renville and State of Minnesota. 

N. Eilertson to be postmaster at Mount Iron, in the county of 
St. Louis and State of Minnesota. · 

MISSOURI. 

U. S. Grant Evans to be postmaster at Farmington, in the 
county of St. Francois and State of Missouri. 

MONTANA. 

Max Jacobs to be postmaster at East Helena, in the county 
of Lewis and Clark and State of Montana. 

NEW MEXICO. 
Albert L. Breeding to be postmaster at Texieo, in the county 

of Roo eyelt and Territory of New Mexico. 
RHODE ISLA...~D. 

F. Edgar Crumb to be postmaster at Riverside, in the county 
of Providence and State of Rhode Island. 

VIRGINIA. 

Verlin 1\:f. Scott to be postmaster at Saltville, in the cotmty 
of Smyth and State of Virginia. 

WEST VIRGINIA. 

William H. Lautz to be postmaster at Pennsboro in the 
county of Ritchie and State of West Virginia. ' 

WISCONSIN. 

John J. ·O'Connell to be postmaster at Marinette in the 
county of :Marinette and State. of Wisconsin. · ' 

WYO:IfiNG. 

Henry D. Ashley to be ·postmaster at Encampment, in the 
county of Ca.rbon and State of Wyoming. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES .. 
THURSDAY, December 6, 1~06. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, HENRY N. CoUDEN, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap~ 

proved. 
COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS. 

The SPEAKER announced the following committee appoint-
. ments: ~ 

1\fr. GILHAMs, to the Committee on Revision of the Laws and 
to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

Mr. CoLE, to the Committee on Agriculture. ' 
1\Ir. BANNON, to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

CALI, OF COMMITTEES. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the next committee. 
The Committee on the .Merchant Maritle and Fisheries was 

called. 
COASTWISE PILOTAGE. 

l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, by <Urection of the Com
mittee on the Merchant 1\farine and Fisheries, I call up the bill 
(H. R. 5281) to remove discriminations against American sail
ing vessels in the coasting trade. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. · LITTLE
FIELD], on behalf of the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, calls up the following bill, which the Clerk will re
port. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 4442 of the Revised Statutes be and 

is hereby, amended by adding thereto . the followin"': " Whenevef the 
master or mate of a sailing vessel of the United §tates employed in 
the coastwise h·ade_ claiming to be a skillful pilot offers himself for a 
license, the inspectors shall make diligent inquiry as to his character 
and merits, and if satisfied f1·om personal examination of the applicant 
witb the proof that he offers, that he possesses the requisite knowledge 
and skill, and is trustworthy and faithful, they shall grant him a license 
for the term of five years to pilot any such vessel within the limits pre
scribed in the license ; but such license shall be suspended or revoked 
upon satisfactory evidence of ·negligence, unskillfulness, inattention to 
the duties of his station, intemperance, or the willful violation of any of 
the provisions of this title." 

SEc . 2. That section 4444 of the Revised Statutes be, and is hereby, 
amended to read as follows : 

" SEc. 4444. No State or municipal government shall impose uoon 
pilots of vessels any obligation to procure a State or other license· in 
addition to that issued by the United States, or any other regulation 
which will impede such pilots in the performance of the duties required 
by this title; nor shall any pilot charges be levied by any such au
thority upon any -vesgel piloted as provided by this title, noT upon any 
vessel of the United States employed ln the coastwise trade being towed 
into or out of any port o! the United States by a vessel under command 
of a pilot licensed for such port under the laws of the United States, 
and in no case shall the fees charged for the pilotage of any vessel ex
ceed the customary or legally established rates in the State where the 
same is performed. Nothing in this title shall be const rued to annul 
or affect any regulations established by the laws of any State r equiring 
vessels entering or leaving a port in any such State other th::tn coast
wise vessels to take a pilot duly licensed or authorized by the laws o! 
such State or o! a State situate upon the waters of such State." 

SEC. 3. That section· 4237 be, and is hereby, amended to read as fol· 
lows: 

"SEC. 4237. No regulations or provisions shall be adopted by any 
State which shall make any discrimination in the rate o! pilotage or 
half pilotage between vessels sailing between the ports of one State and 
vessels sailing between the ports of different States, or any discrimina
tion against :vessels propelled in whole or in part by machinery or sail, 
or against national vessels o! the· nited States ; and all existin g t•egu
lations or provisions making any such discrimination are annulled and 
abrogated." - · 

SEc. 4. That this act shall take effect six months after its passage. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. . Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

that we may be allowed two hours on a side for debate, the time 
on the other side-to be controlled by the gentleman from Ken
tucky [1\fr. SHERLEY] and' the time on this side to be controlled 
by myself. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from l\1aine asks unanimous 
consent that debate upon this bill to close in four hours1 two 
hours to be controlled by himself and two hours by the gentle
man from Kentuck"Y [Mr. SHERLEY]. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield fifteen minutes to 

the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. :Mr. Speaker, it is not my 
intention to attempt to discuss the details of this bill. I shall 
leave that for those who follow after me; but I do wish to call the 
attention of the House to a few of the main features of this bill. 

Let it be understood at the beginning that this bHl does not in
tend to abolish _pilotage where there is any necessity of having 
a pilot. The very name of the present system, " compulsory 
pilotage," is repugnant to the American conscience, and it means 
what the term implies in its fullest :md worst form. It means 
that ships must and do pay pilots for services they do not want 
and for services that the pilots do not perform. It means that 
one man owns a business and another is given the privilege of 
levying a tribute upon it without giving anything in return. 

The object of this bill is to prevent such tribute from being 
laid upon American sailing vessels; to prevent these vessels 
from being compelled to pay large sums of money for which 
they receive nothing in return; to relieve these vessels from the 
unjust burden of paying pilots whose services are not needed 
and not given; to allow these sailing vessels in time of storm to 
enter American ports in order to .save life and property without 
being compelled to pay this unjust tribute. 

Some most astonishing facts were presented before the com
mittee, and not disputed, as to the workings of this system. A 
sailing ship enters one of these ports, no pilot is needed, none is 
used, but unless these vessels pay a pilotage they are libeled 
and held. The safety of the vessel and the protection of prop
erty does.not enter into the calculation. The only thing neces
sary is to pay the pilotage. A vessel comes into one of these 
ports towed · by a tug, the owner of which is liable for damages 
if any injury is sustained by the vessel, yet that vessel must pay 
for a pilot. True, such pilot is a mere fiction. He is never 
seen and he renders no service, but he must be paid. To require 
a pilot on a sail vessel that is towed into port is just as much 
needed and fully as idiotic as it would be to require all: addi
tional engineer on each one of the coaches of a passenger h·ain. 

To demonstrate the absolute iniquity of this system, let me 
relate a few undisputed facts. In some of the .States where 
this system prevails a license is issued to a vessel ; then this 
vessel can sail in and out of the ports covered without pilots. 
By this act of the legislature the ports are rendered absolutely 
safe. The dangerous bars are removed. By this act of the 
legislatuTe a capta.in of such vessel is immediately endowed 
with a knowledge of all the dangerous shoals and tides and 
channels about which so much eloquence and oratory has been 
wasted. By this act of the legislature the waters are calmed, 
the storms abated, the winds die, all danger to life and property 
is dispelled. Talk about an act of God ! The Deity would . not 
dare to enter into competition with the legislatures of these 
States. Does any man want any further evidence to absolutely 
demonstrate to him that. there is no necessity for compul~ory 
pilotage in these ports? · 

Take one more illustration of the workings of this system: 
For eighteen years sail vessels have gone in and out of the 
harbor of Norfolk, and in all that time no pilot has been aboard 
any one of them, yet they have all paid pilotage. Last year 
the e sail vessels entering this port paid more than $60,000 
pilotage. This loot was divided among .the pilots of that port, 
yet not a single pilot performed any service and not a pilot was 
on board of any of these ships ; yet these pilots, for absolutely 
no service, receive about $10,000 each per year, and all the labor 
they perform is to collect this legalized blackmail and divide 
the spoils between them. Nowhere under the flag to-day is 
there another system as unjust, as vicious, as unjustifiable as 
this remnant of piracy, known as the compulsory pilotage law. 
Not only do they levY this tribute, but American vessels seem 
to be the especial prey of these pilots. It is shown by the evi
dence introduced before our committee- ... . · 

1\Ir. YOUNG . . Will the gentleman tell us where these pilotage 
fees go? 

.Mr. HUI\IPHREY of Washington. They go to th~ pilots. If 
gentlemen will excuse me; I do not wish to be interrupted until 
I get through with the discussion, and then I am willing to 
answer any questions. These pilots are not even just in their 
iniquity. It was shown by the evidence introduced before our 
committee, and shown by the receipts signed by the pilots them
selves, that they charge ·an American vessel in the same port 
three times as much as they charge a vessel flying a foreign 
flag. What position are these men in to come here appealing 
to this Government to protect them, when their pah·iotism is 
measured solely by dollars? 

Another fact I wish to call to the attention of the House is 
that the pilot charges in these ports are the highest in the world. 
In these ports the pilot charges are four times what they are in 
Cuba and "five times what they are in Canada. According to 
the testimony before our committee--

Mr. FOSS. Who fu:es the pilotage charges? 
1\Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington. They are fixed by the pilots 

themselves, and they change them. 
Mr. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman from Washington yield? 

I know he does not desire to allow that statement to go in the 
RECORD. Is it not a fact that they ar~ fixed by the State law 
in their respective States? · 

:Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That same question · arose 
in regard to the ·port at Tampa, and when the question was 
asked how they were fixed, it was not answered, and we have 
not been able to ascertain ; but this fact is shown, by the re
ceipts of the pilots themselves, that they charge American ves
sel!) three times what they charge a foreign ves el, and that 
fact has not been explained or denied. If the States fix the 
charges, bow do they make this discrimination, and if the State 
fixes the charges, bow are they able to charge a foreign vessel 
less than they charge an American vessel? . 

l\Ir. FOSS. Is the charge for the same service? Do they 
charge the American ve sels three times as much as the foreign 
vessels for the same service? 

1\Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington. For the same service, in 
the same ports, for the same character of vessel, they charge 
the American three times as much as they charge the foreign 
vessel. And, a.c:; I have stated, that fact remains unanswered 
and unexplained ; although they promised to explain it, they 
ba ve never done so. 

About 130 men, according to the evidence, are affected by this 
bill, and their representatives, or those who pretend to repre- .. 
sent them, come before us and say that this bill, if passed, will 
take away the income of these men. 'l"hey do not clri.im that it 
will take away their employment, for no man contends that 
they have any employment to be taken away or that they give 
any service ill return for the compensation they receive. . 

~1r. MADDEN. Does the gentleman wish to be understood 
that these pilots are licensed to perform duties never per-
formed? . 

l\Ir. HU!IfPHREY of Washington. Yes, sir; I do. They per~ 
form no duty whatever on many of the sail vessels. There 
has not been one on a sail vessel in the port of Norfolk for 
eighteen years; and yet every vessel has paid heavY pilQtage 
fees. I mean exactly this, that these pilots are paid for duties 
they do not perform. So if you pass the bill, while you may 
take away the income of these · men, you do not take away 
their employment. You might just us well stand he1·e and ask 
this body not to pass a bill prohibiting highway robbery be
cause it might take away the employment of certain estimaule 
gentlemen. 

In the olden times they used to issue licenses-indulgences
to highwaymen, and I have no doubt that when tlw tinie came 
to take that privilege away those highwaymen made the PDint 
that to do so would rob them of their income, and they might 
do it with almost as much justification as is done in this ca. e, 
when these pilots come and ask us not to take mvay this right 
because it will destroy their income. 

Certainly nothing more is wanteti to demonstrate that the 
existence of this system is absolutely indefensible. But let me 
ask you to remember, in additioD: to the facts already given, 
that in the port of Norfolk, where for eighteen years no pilot 
has been aboard of any sail vessel that has gone in and out, 
and yet no accident bas occun:ed due to their ab ence. Of all 
the many vessels that have gone in and out of these ports with
out pilots in accordance with the privilege given by State 
licenses, not one of these has suffered fmm their absence. Of 
all the vessels that have gone in and out of these ports with
out pilots, rather than wait for them or be bothered and annoyed 
by them, no accident bas happened because of their absence. 

Let it be remembered that of all the thousands of sail -.es
sels that have gone in and out of these ports for years, that 
have paid for pilots -that they did not use, that no necessity 
has been shown for their services~ and that by running without 
them not one ship, has been lost, not one ship has been dam
aged, not one dollar's worth of property destroyed, not one life 
lost. You tell me that with that record there is any excuse for 
the continuance of compulsory pilotage irr the e ports? If 
vessels for years sail in and out of these ports without pilots, 
and in all that time not a vessel is wrecked, not an accident 
occurs, not a dollar's worth of property deskoyed, not a life 
endangered, will some one· please stand up and tell me bow 
much ~afer or better or what advantage it would be to com
merce or to human life to have had these pilots. How any 
man can look these facts in the face and then defend this propo~ 
sition on any ground of necessity or justice without blushing 
surpasses my comprehension. 

I am "Well aware of the ground of defense that is made for 
this system. Again the ghost of States rights walks, shee~ed 
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. and grinning-filling with fear a few timid souls. It is urged 

that as these States want it, regardless of its merit, it should 
be retained. · Unfortunately this tribute is mostly, if not en
tirely, levied upon vessels owned by men that do not live in the 
States that permit the system. That this is a subject with 
which the General Government has full power fo deal none wiiJ 
deny. · Then shall we permit this outrage simply because the 
States cry out to be let alone? · 

The argument is advanced that the local government under
stands the situation better than we ·understand it. That they 
can deal with it better. That . they should not be interfered 
with. Tpis is the argument that every tyrannical government 
on earth has always advanced as an excuse for oppression and . 
outrages on the wea~ and the helpless. This was the argument 
that was advanced in fin·or of slavery in this country for more 
than half a century. This is the argument that England ad- · 
vanced as a defense for the nameless ouh·ages permitted upon 
the wretched people of Ireland. This is the defense made by 
Russia for her bloody murder of the helpless Jews. This is 
the defense made by Turkey for her slaughter of the Christians. 
This is the defense that Spain gives for her cruelties and atroci
ties that shocked and startled the civilized world in Cuba. 
When the United States · pointed to the awful evidence, the 
whitening skeletons, the grinning skulls of 200,000 noncombat
ants, mostly women and children, that had suffered the awful 
death of slow starvation, Spain replied: "You do not know the 
situation as we know it. Leave the situation for us to solve. 
\Ve can take care of it better than you. .All we ask is to be 
let alone." So these States, when we point to the thousands 
of unearned money and the large salaries of men who ·do noth
ing; to the fact that vessels can go in and out 'vithout pilots 
if they will but pay this graft; to the written licenses proving 
that the system is unnecessary and can not be justified; · to the 
discrimination against American vessels in favor of foreign ves
sels. When we point to these infamies, they do not attempt to 
justify them, but they give the excuse that is always given 
for an inexcusable outrage: They say you do not understand the 
situation. "We can best tend to our own. affai rs. Let ns 
alone." This is the only real reason for the oppo ition to this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as the States have not dealt with it, as they 
llave refused to clo their duty, then I ask, Is that any excuse 
why we should not do ours? 

Now, if there are any gentlemen who wish to ask any que -
tions I shall be glad to answer them. · 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I would like some infor-
. mation in regard to the bill. It seems to me to be an attempt 

on the part of the Federal Government to regulate in part only 
the pilotage service. \Vould it not be better for the Government 
to take charge of the entire service? This bill simply applies to 
sailing vessels, and only those who are fortunate enough to 
have masters or mates who may pass the examination may es
cape these onerous burdens of which the gen.tleman bas been 
informing the House. The bill has no application to foreign 
boats at all. Ought not the whole matter to be left to the 
States, or ought not the Federal Government to take charge of 
the whole business? That is a query in my mind, and it seems 
to me quite a serious objection to the bill under consideration. 
It provides for part Federal regulation and part local regulation. 
It seems to me it is unbusinesslike on that account. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of \Vasbington. This bill provides for 
abolishing compulsory pilotage upon .American sailing vessels 
ln certain of these. ports, and these are the only ports in the 
United States where 1t bas not been abolished. That is the 
reason why it is local. 

Mr. !ANN. But I do not find any ports named in the bill. 
:Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Well, it affects only a few 

ports. 
Mr. 1\I.ANN. There are no ports named in the bill. This bill 

is general and applies only to sailing vessels in the coastwise 
trade. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The ports I baye men
tioned are the only ports affected. 

Mr. 1\IANN. Does the gentleman think foreign vessels should 
bfl compelled still to pay these unjust and burdensome charges? 

1\fr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am not concel'ning my-· 
self about foreign vessels at this time. It will be time enough 
when we take care of American vessels to care for the foreign 
vessels. As far as I am concerned, I would like to see the bur
den made heavier on the foreign vessels until it would gi-re the 
.American vessels an equal opportunity to do the business of 
this country. [Applause.] 

l\Ir. MANN. That is a selfish motive on the part of tlle 
gentleman. 

Mr. H UMP HREY of Washington. Yes; I am always selfish 
in favor of American vessels. 

Mr. MANN. Representing the coasn·vise districts. There are 
some Members of t he H ouse who do not live on either the At
lantic or the Pacific coast. 

Mr . HUMP HREY of Washington. Yes; and there are some 
Members who do not seem to realize that there is a Pacific or 
an .Atlantic coast. 

Mr. 1\I.ANN. .And there are some who do not seem to realize 
the .Atlantic and the Pacific coasts are not the whole thing. 
That is something which it is difficult to make the gentlemen 
who live on the coast realize. [.Applause and laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; and some gentlemen 
do not seem to know there is any coast or any interest when it · 
comes to any legislation that does not directly affect the corn
fields. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman bas expired. 
l\1r. SHERLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I hope that when I shall have 

used ten minutes' time I shall be notified. Gentlemen, there is 
an old saying that is very true, that "bard cases make bad 
laws," and if we needed an illustrntion of that saying we wonld 
haye it in this proposed legislation. There is also a difference 
between facts and declamation, and there is a difference be
tween selfishness for American interests and selfishness for 
certain American interests. Now, this bill proposes to aboli h 
Stn.te pilotage. The gentleman from Washington began his 
statement by saying that it did not propose to do that. Tech
nically he is right. There is nothing i.n the bill that says the 
States may not maintain a system of pilotnge, but taking away 
the compensation that the pilot earns will effectively destroy the 
State-pilotage system, and the gentlemen who a re favoring this 
bill know that to . be a fact. Now, the present law bas been 
the law of .America from the beginning of the country. It has 
always been considered, frequently stated by the Supreme 
Court, ·that pilotage was a matter peculiarly within the knowl
edge and care of the Stat es ; that they themselves could best 
determine what t he needs were at their particular harbors and 
localities, and so long as the national law remained silent that 
it was perfectly proper for the States to institute pilotage sys
tems. They have instituted those sy terns, and under the laws 
passed by t he State legislatures they llave fixed the compemm
tion, have regulated the duties of pilots and have made it com
pulsory upon them that in fair weather and foul they ~hould 
be outside the bar prepared to meet any yessel and give it 
succor. 'l'he Northern States had t his pilotage system, and 
continued it until recent years. After a while they found that 
their income from pilotage on foreign vessels was more than 
suffieient to maintain their pilotage system, anrl then they 
aboli bed the system so far as it related to coastwise vessel13. 
Now, that exercise of j udgment on their part, which they dicl 
exercise freely, they want to deny to the Southern States, where 
foreign commerce has not ·grown to such an amount as to 
support the pilotage system. . 

'They want to say to the Southern States, "You must now do 
aw~1y with charging pilotage on coastwise vessels and permit us 
to come into your harbor free, . although we charged it as long 
as the exigencies of the case made it necessary and only abol
ished it when our foreign commerce was sufficient to enalJle us 
to get along without it." Now, it is manifest that it is to the 
interest of every State to reduce its pilotage charges as mucll as 
possible. There is no place hurt quite so much and no people 
hurt quite so much as the ·place and the residents thereof 
where pilotage laws are enforced. If Virginia or South Caro
lina or Florida haye unfair pilotage laws they suffer more than 
nny other people. .Any handicap upon the freedom of com
merce coming into and go.ing out of their ports affects them of 
necessity more than it can affect · any_body else. Now, we llave 
a peculiar illustration of greed in this ·case. The adyocates of 
this bill, after having got, at . their own request, concessions 
made in favor of certain . classes of vessels and in favor of a 
license s-ystem instead of pilotage fees, have the effrontery to 
come in upon this floor and urge that the concession that was 
granted at their own request shall be made the ground of re
pealing the law in favor of pilotage systems in the Soutll. If 
there is anything wrong in the license system, if there is any
thing wrong in the system which · exempts these ve sel , the 
1u·o11er and fair programme would be to bring a bill in here 
doing away with that and putting them back under the system 
that they were originally under and which was only changed at 
their own instance and request. The gentleman speaks of Nor
folk, Va., and tells us that sail ves els have been coming in 
there for eighteen years without carrying a pilot, but he does 
not tell you that it was the result of their own request and 
own instance that they, rather than p~y pilotage cllarges, were 
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willing to take the risk to life and property and pay a general 
licensE:: fee; so that to accommodate them, they being willing 
to assume these risks under this license system, the concession 
was granted, and now gentlemen come and urge upon us that 
fact n.s a reason why we should abolish the whole system. 
No,~. there is al o a distinction that will occur to any fair
minded man between a sailing vessel and a steam vessel. 
'l'here [Lre times when all vessels need pilots, but the times are 
very much greater in regard to sailing vessels than in regard to 
steam vessels. 

The steam vessel is always subject to control and can fol
low the channel easily. It can be navigated with a skilf nnd 
directness impossible with a sailing vessel. A sailing vessel is 
subject to the winds and currents in a way the steam vessel is 
not, and it is infinitely more important that a sailing vessel 
should have a pilot to bring it into a narrow, changing harbor 
than a steam vessel. These harbors change from week to week 
and month to month. Any man at all familiar with either the 
facts or the evidence produced before the committee knows that 
that is of necessity true, and yet they propose to license pilots 
by the Federal navigation officers who have no particular knowl
edge and could not have of the various ports of America; and 
they seem to think that a man who is a pilot in the sense of be
ing able to navigate a vessel on the high seas will be a pilot in 
the sense of being able to come into any particular harbor. 
There bas always been a recognition of the distinction between 
these classes of pilots, between those who are necessary because 
of .tbeir knowledge of a particular locality and those who have 
simply the knowledge that is necessary to navigate a vessel. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Will the genthiman permit a question? 
:Mr. SHERLEY. Certainly. 
:Mr. RUSSELL. The statement was made just a few mo

ments ago that in these pilotage charges American vessels are 
often charged three times as much as foreign vessels. What is 
the information of the gentleman from Kentucky in regard to 
that? 

Mr. SHERLEY. So far as I know-and I speak from memory 
of a year ago, not having opportunity to refresh it-there was 
but one case brought to the attention of the committee, and that 
the matter was immediately taken hold of by the National 
·Pilots' Association. But my answer to the ·gentleman about 
that is this, that be can not come here and ask us because of a 
hardship in a particular case to make a law that will abolish 
pilotage in all other cases. The gentleman can not contend with 
any show of knowledge of the fact that that is an existing con
dition all over the South. Every State bas absolute control 
over its pilotage system. Every State can and will abolish the 
pilotage system when it is to the interest of the State and to the 
interest of life and property that it be done. The movement is 
already beginning in the South. There are certain ports in the 
South that have abolished it-ports where they are finding their 
foreign trade sufficient to maintain pilotage without the require
ment of fees from coastwise vessels. Just as in the North the 
pilotage system was changed gradually by State after State ac
cordingly as the facts justified it, so will it be done in the South. 

But now we are asked not to give them the opportunity to 
change when the facts warrant it, but to force them to dispense 
with it now. How will it affect those States? Most of their 
commerce grows out of vessels engaged in coastwise trade. The 
amount of pilotage that they could obtain from foreign com
merce would not be sufficient to maintain the pilots. The advo
cates of the bill are willing under this act to keep in effect all 
of the State laws that require compulsory action on the part of 
the pilots. They are willing to have the State say to the pilot: 
"You must go· out and succor any vessel, no matter what the 
condition of the weather, and if you do not do it you shall be 
fined." They are willing to have all the burdens imposed 1..-rpon 
the pilots, but they are not willing that they should have any 
compensation. They tell you that because they can usually go 
into ports without a pilot, that therefore the pilotage system 
should be abolished. 'l'he same reasoning would aboli~h the 
fire system in every city in the land, because you do not have 
fires all the time. You ha ye got the pilotage system there ready 
day and night in ~od season and bad to take charge of those 
ships, where having a pilot means the safety of life and the 
safety of p:toperty. l\Iany a vessel now, looking to greed rather 
than safety, stays outside and endures the weather or storm 

·rather than pay a reasonable pilotage fee. No man believes 
more than I do in freedom of trade. No man believes more than 
I do in doing away with all restrictions to trade. I have bad 
a quarrel with a good many gentlemen on that side .of the House 
on the pro.vosition ever since I have been here, but the sort of 
charge that is necessary for the protection of life and the pro
tection of property is an entirely different charge from one that 
may be put on trade fC?r the benefit of a special class. Pilotage 

fees belong to this first kind of charge upon commerce. It is: 
only a handicap in the sense that all of us are handicapped by 
taxation for protection against fire. Here the whole system 
must be taxed for the sake of protection against the loss of life 
'and the loss of cargo. The facts will show that thet·e have 
been in those States where they have done away with tlie com
pulsory pilotage a very much larger number of shipwrecks and 
a greater loss of cargo and life than there ha-ve been in the 
Southern States where the pilotage system is in vogue. The
facts themselves justify the retention of these systems. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I consumed? 
The SPEAKER. The ten minutes are up. 
Mr. SHERLEY. Then I reser>e the balance of my time. . 
1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield fifteen minutes to· 

the gentleman from Wisconsin [l\Ir. MINOR]. 
1\Ir. :MINOR. Mr. Speaker, I believe the first bill that I took-. 

anY. special interest in when coming to this House in 189'3 was a · 
bill identical in its provisions with the one now before us. I was 
then assigned to the Committee on :Merchant Marine and Fish-· 
eries, and we <;onsidered that bill thoroughly, having it· before us 
perhaps a month, with f1.:equent meetings. I took the other side 
of this question at that time, and joined in a minority report 
from that committee, believing, as I did.then and as I now know, 
that the time had not quite come when we might safely enact 
this legislation. The time to which I refer was the first session 
of the Fifty-fourth Congress. Then, as I say, I joined the minor
ity in opposing this legi~lation. . · · 

My reasons for it at that time have now vanished. We then 
found that the Navy Department were opposed to the legislation 
because of the incompleteness of the harbors in those South At
lantic State~. We found the Wru' Department, through the 
Engineer Corps, were opposed to the legislation because of the· 
incompleteness ·of the harbors. We found every marine insur
ance company opposing the bill because they believed it was not 
to their interest to have pilotage ·abolished, thereby increasing 
the danger that would come to the :floating property that visited 
these ports. We found those engaged in the manufactm·e of 
lumber and the shipping of lumber and other products of the 
South were opposed to it, and assigned the same reason-the in
completeness of the harbors of the South. 

To-day, and for four years last past, these reasons have not 
been m·ged. None of. these interests have appeared to oppose 
this legislation. On the contrary, the demand for the passage 
of this legislation is not alone from the North Atlantic coast to
day, but from the South as well. It comes from the insurance 
companies; it comes from the shippers, and it comes from every
one interested in the maritime welfare of our coastwise trade. 
I believe that after expending $56,000,000, as we have done 
in these southern harbors, to make them deeper and more com
modious, the t.ime has come to abolish compulsory - pilotage 
on sailing vessels. If it bas not come, then, in the name of com-
mon sense, how many more million dollars must we pour into 
those southern ports in order to make their harbors sufficiently 
commodious and safe, with depth of water sure and permanent 
enough to. dispense with local pilots that are now employed in 
these southern ports? 

1\Ir. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a 
question? 

l\Ir. l\IINOR. If the gentleman will make it short. 
1\Ir. SHERLEY. I would like to ask the gentleman this ques

tion: In Georgia, where there bas been a deepening of the harbor 
to twice the depth which it originally had, the bar outside has 
lengthened greatly and makes the pilotage much more a neces
sity than before. 

Mr. MINOR. In reply to the gentleman, I desire to say that 
during the last session of this body, when the matter was before 
our committee, we sent over to the Coast and Geodetic Survey 
and. brought a chart into the committee room, and there was not 
a man, I do not care whether he was from the North or the 
South, that could show a change in bars for the last four years. 
The bars that they are talking about down there are entire 
myths. It is a bar. which bas gradually slipped off into deep 
water. The fact is that the b~t.rs have all gone ashore, so that 
the ba1-s down there are on the dry land, and not in the water. 
[Laughter.] 

Now, how does this bar pilotage system work? You take the 
State of Virginia as a sample, and this illustrates what I nm 
now about to exploit .and will explain the whole thing so far as 
the necessity for bar pilotage in . that State is concerned. A 
captain can go into the port of Norfolk and for 10 cents on the 
measured tonnage of his vessel be can buy the right to navigate 
all the ports in the State of Virginia for one year. It does not 
matter whether there is a woman or boy in charge of the vessel 
or no one in charge of the vessel, because the question of compe
tency is not raised. It is not required that any qualification 
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shall be shown before he can get the -right to navigate -aH the 
ports in the State of Virginia. If he pays in advance 10 cents 
a ton, he gets a license. That proves conclusively that a pilot 
is not a necessity. Furthermore, it is proof positive that the 
harbors .are deep and commodious, and that this bill should pass. 
_ Take . another illustration. Two vessels come through the 
Capes, both bound up the Potomac River. They have been 
spoken by the pilot outside of the Capes. One of them is bound 
for Alexandria, 7 miles below here, and the other for the city of 
Washington. The vessel that is bound for the city of Washing
ton pays no pilotage, but the vessel dropped off at Alexandria has 
gqt to pay bel' regular pilotage or a pilotage license of 10 cents 
:i ton· for the entire year, though no bar pilot has been on board 
of her. Is there any sense in it? · 
· ·Now, it will be told us that this bill will endanger human life. 

.I suggest for your information that these sailing vessels do not 
ca.ri.·y ·passengers. They have cr:ews numbering from 8 to 10 
men. The steam vessel, · that does · not have to submit to com-
pulsory ·pilotage, carries the human freight. _ 

A steam vessel · may come into one of those southern ports, 
c·arrying 200 passengers and a cargo valued at half a million dol
lars and drawing 20 feet of water, without a pilot. You h·ans
fer• that same captain that brought her in, whose competency is 
unquestioned, whose skill is undoubted, to a sail vessel drawing 
just half the nurriber of feet, namely, 10, and he has got to pay 
lt pilot. Is there any sense in it? And where is the necessity 
to continue this thing? 

'Ihen again they have tugs down there in those southern ports, 
strong, powerful, abundantly able to take care of all the shipping 
that comes, and unless a vessel has a · leading wind-that is, a 
fair wind, she will remain outside until the tug comes and gets 
her, and when that tug puts a line on that vessel it is tQe duty 
Qf the captain of the vessel to obey the orders of the captain 
of the tug, because be is licensed by the United States, he is 
competent to handle his own boat as well as the vessel he has in 
tow, and if that vessel disobeys his orders, namely, to follow the 
tUg or to port or starboard the helm as the command may be 
from him, he· assumes all liability and releases the tug from any 
Qbligation. The tug, if she is large and powei·ful, draws as 
much water as· the vessel does when she is loaded, so that the 
vessel may safely follow where the tug leads. The result is 
that no vessel leaves a southern port without one of these tugs 
taking her outside, and the charge of those tugs, that cost from 
jJfty to a · hundred thousand dollars apiece, with ·twelye men .in 
~he crew, is· often and often only one-third of the charge of the 
fellow who goes aboard as a bar pilot and toasts his shin.s in the 
cook's galley of the vessel. That is a fact. 
· Now, there is not one vessel in ten visiting the southern ports 

f?ut what her captain is competent to pilot his vessel into har
I?o"r, and therefore he needs no pilot, and be takes no pilot . . But 
if he has been spoken outside by a pilot the pilot walks to the 
dock and collects the bill. Has the Congress of the United 
States ever heard of anything so infamous? I pronounce it to
day pure and simple graft, and I told the president of the Bar 
Pilots' Association· four years ago that never again could I op
pose this legislation. I said, "The time has passed when there 
is necessity for your organization to exist;" and he told me 
liimse1f that be did n·ot blame me or any Congressman for tak
ing that position. He recognized the tmth and-force of what I 
said. He is as fair and square a man as ever lived. He is 
Iiere working for himself and for those be represents, and be is 
doing it honorably and fairly, but that does not make it right. 
If you are going to enact legislation for the preservation of life, 
then you should include th~ steam vessels and compel them to 
pay a bar pilot the same as you do yow· sailing vessel, but you 
dare not do that, ~bough the steam vessels are _the ones that 
carry the human freight. · 

.A noted labor leader came before our committee and said that 
he opposed this bill on the ground that it endangered hunian 
l1fe. There is nothing in that argument. It falls of its own 
weight, because, as you know, the steamer carries the passen
gers and not the sail yessel. 
. Now, bow does it work as regards freight charges? The 

steamer was exempted from this · pUotage charge in 1871. The 
great shipment from the southern ports is lumber. Steamers 
carry from one-fourth to one-third of all the lumber manufac
tured and exported from those ports. They pay no pilotage, but 
the sail Yessels competing with them <lo pay the pilotage every 
trip they make, and the steamer makes the freight on lumber, 
and the sa il vessel has got to come to it or go out of those ports 
empty. If she comes to their terms and loads, she must pay 
the pil,ot. Ah, gentlemen, that is an infamy. Is this General 
Government going to continue to pour its millions of dollars 
into the improvement of the harbors of those Southern States 
and compel sailing yessels to pay tribute to local pilots? I say 

to you now, from observation, I know t~at those ports are per
fectly safe. I know that they have a sufficient depth of water. 
I know there is no necessity for this organization to exist any 
longer, when their only mission is to compel vessels to pay them 
whether they employ the pilots or not. I say that time has 
gone by. I call the attention of the River and Harbor Commit
tee to the -fact that if, after the expenditure of all this money, 
more than fifty millions, you have not perfected those harbors so 
as to dispense with the necessity for these men you bad better 
let go and compel them to take care of · themselves-let them 
keep up their own harbors and light their coasts- and keep their 
system of bar pilotage to ·themselves if they desire to-do so. 

Now, I do not" know that there is very much more to say in 
this matter. I know that vessels have gone into those southern 
ports and traded ther:e during an entire year (and tqey did not 
make .many h·ips, by. the way), but their pilotage bills in some 
cases a.mounted to $459, and the net earnings left to the owner 
of the vessel at the end of the season were only $350. I know 
vessels that have gone down there and paid" $200 for tug service 
for a year and paid the bar pilot four and five- hundred dollars 
a year. And what did he do? Two-thirds of the time 'be was 
not aboard the vessel at all, but at home; he simply -had spoken 
to the captain outside, and the captain, who was thoroughly 
competent, refused his services _ and had taken the vessel in. 
Will you perpetuate such a system as that, you gentlemen ,.-:bo 
ought to be interested in the southern ports? If you ai·e bound 
and determined to do it, and I were a member of tlle River ::uJ.'d. 
Harbor Committee, I would cut down your appropriations ac--
cordingly. [Applause.] -

Mr. FOSS. I understood the gentleman to state that .be found 
a year ago that the War Department and the Navy Department 
were unfavorable to this legislation. · 

l\Ir. MINOR. Ob, that was ,-\ray back in 189G. 
l\Ir. FOSS. Does the gentleman know how they feel al>out it 

now? · 
:Mr. MINOR. I haye seen reports of commanders of battle 

ships saying that they have gone into these ports and have 
found them of ample depth and capacity, large enough to bold 
tlle entire Navy, and that there was no need of any bar pi!:>ts. 
Formerly they did require a pilot in the early days, when the 
channels were crooked and tortuous and· the shoals were <'OU- . 
stantly shifting. At that time there had been no improvements 
outside, and every norther that came shifted the bars. 'l'hey 
needed a pilot in those days. In 1896 the Navy Department was 
against this bill, and so was I. _ · -

:Mr. GRONNA. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask a question for 
information. Is it h·ue that American vessels have been dis-
criminated against? . 

Mr. MINOR. That was the testimony before the committee, 
and not disputed. 

l\Ir. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, before. I yield time to another 
gentleman, as I shall in a moment, I will say in answer to the 
question just asked by the gentleman from North Dakota, that 
the Supreme Court of the United States has on two occasions, 
to my knowledge, and I tbi~ more, expressly held invalid and 
unconstitutional laws that undertook to discriminate between 
vessels of one State and those of another; and it is as abso
lutely impossible to pass that sort of a law as it is to legislate 
a tax on imports from one State to another. Ur: Speaker, I 
now yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [l\Ir. 
MADDE "]. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. If the gentleman will excuse me, I 
will say that while the law is as stated by the gentleman from 
Kentucky, the evidence before the committee, uncontradicted, 
was that there were gross abuses in the line of discrimination 
against American vessels under this compulsory pilotage system. 

Mr. SP ARKl\IAN. The gentleman does not mean to say that 
that discrimination is in the . State laws? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The evidence before the committee was 
unconh·adicted that there were gross discriminations against 
American coastwise vessels under thi~ compulsqry pilotage ys
tem. I could read now the statement of the president of the 
association, in which he himself adn;lits that be made a con
tract discriminating against coastWise -res~els linder this legis-
lation, although it might be unlawful. · 

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman knows that there. are viola
tions of all sorts of laws and that the commission of a crime · 
does not justify a change of law. -l\lr. Speaker, I again· yield 
ten minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 

l\lr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, it has been stated by the dis
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin [1\Ir. l\1Ir oR] that a de
mand has been made by owners and masters and insurance· com
panies for legislation seeking to abolish compulsory pilotage. 
No one says that there is any demand being made for this leg
islation by the people of the United States who believe in tho 
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protection of life and property. Xhere ·ought not, from a human:. 
itarian standpoint, it seems to me, to be any legislation enacted 
which would allow, if you please, any master of any vessel to 
enter into a port without a pilot. It is unfair to assume that 
the master of a vessel going into a foreign channel, knowing 
nothing whatever about the currents of the channel or its course, 
can safely pilot that vessel to its destination. ' 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Is the gentleman aware 
of the fact that thousands of vessels do go in and out without 
a pilot, and that not one accident has occurred in them? 

Mr. MADDEN. It may be true that thousands of vessels do 
enter various harbors throughout the country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I mean these particular 
ones. 

l\fr. MADDEN. It may also be true that no accident has oc
curred in recent years. It is also true that the Slocum was 
running in the East River, New York, with a large number of 
excursionists; that it bad no pilot; that the captain was unable 
to manage the vessel, and every person who was on board the 
vessel, or nearly every person, lost his or her life. 
. It is also true, as this report shows, that in 1853 the ship 
New Era appeared off the New Jersey coast with a load of immi
grants ftom Antwerp. Its captain was hailed by a pilot, but 
refused to take one. He declared that even if it did take him 
until next day he was fully capable of piloting his own ship 
into the harbor. That night a tempest arose. Before daylight 
the sllip was a total wreck. Hundreds of lives were lost. Four 
hundred and eight bodies drifted ashore and were buried in a 
huge grave on the site of what is now Asbury Park. 

It is true, too, that this was in 1853; but why hesitate to pro
tect the lives of the people who may be compelled to ride on 
board ships because the last serious accident occurring from 
that cause was in 1853? Better by far that every vessel sailing 
in the coastwise trade should be compelled to pay exorbitant 
p_ilotage fees than that in the next century one life should be lost 
by reason. of the failure of the vessel to carry a pilot to direct 
it safely to its destination. I believe, l\Ir. Speaker, that if sucll 
legislation is to be enacted it should be enacted by the States. 
This is a matter over wbicll the States have jurisdiction. If it 
is to be enacted it should also include steam vessels. The men 
who favor this bill favor it because the sailing vessels to which 
it applies come from the section of the nation from which they 
bail. · · 

.1\Ir. HTJMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield for a question? · 

l\Ir. MADDEN. Not because they believe it is in the interest 
of commerce, not because they believe the pilotage charges are 
unjust, not because they believe the pilotage charges should be 
dispensed with, but simply to give an opportunity to men owning 
sailing vessels to make more money than they now make. Be
cause of their · avarice they seek to jeopardize the lives of the 
men, -the women, and the children who are compelled in their 
movements from one place to another to ride on board these 
ships. I believe, Mr. Speaker, that the bill ought not to pass. 
[Applause.] · 
. Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will . the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

l\fr. MADDEN. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I would like to have the 

gentleman state to the House how many passengers are carried 
upon the e sailing vessels? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not believe that I know any more about 
it than does the gentleman who asks the question. 

Mr. HUMPIIREY of Washington. He does not know as 
much. 

Mr. MADDEN. The men who are employed and running ves
sels are just as important as men and women who are riding as 
passenger s. Because a man happens to follow the avocation of 
a sailor, that is no reason why his life is not as dear to him and 
to his family as is the life of the greatest man in the country. 
!.Applause.] 

l\Ir. SCO'lVJ'. May I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 
1\It·. ·SCOTT. I understood some other speaker on this bill to 

say that no pilotage charge is made for steam vessels. 
Mr. MADDEN. That is true, as far as I can understand. 
l\fr. SCO'l'T. I should like to ask the gentleman the reason 

why a sailing veEsel should be charged and a steam vessel 
should be excused from that charge. 

1\fr. MADDEN. If there is any reason why a pilotage charge 
should be made against one vessel, it should pertain to all ves
sels. If they want a bill which meets the. wishes of the Ameri
can people, it seems to me they will provide that the pilotag•.:! 
charge be made against the steam vessel as well as the sailing 
vessel. The captain of a steamship is no moce qualified to run 

XLI-8 

that ship into a strange harbor than Is the captain ·of a sailing 
vessel, and neither captain should be allowed to do it under any 
circumstances. · ; 

Mr. SCOTT. Is the rule in regard to steam vessels the re-
sult of a State law? · 

Mr. l\1ADDEN . . All State laws. 
Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, no. 
Mr. MADDEN. Yes, they are. 
1\fr. DAVIDSON. Would the gentleman state, therefore, that 

legislation should be enacted to compel compulsory pilotage in 
all the seaboards, on all the coasts, and on the Lakes as well. 

Mr. MADDEN. No; I do not make that claim. 
1\fr. DAVIDSON. Then why should there be compulsory 

pilotage on certain southern harbors, when there is no necessity 
for compulsory pilotage on the northern Atlantic coast, in the 
Pacific coast harbors, or on the Lakes in order to save life and 
property? 

Mr. MADDEN. Because these harbors are not so dangerous. 
There are no tortuous channels. no shallow streams, no shifting 
bars, and the States, realizing this condition, have not enacted 
any law requiring compulsory pilotage. The States in which 
compulsory pilotage prevails understand the needs of their com
munities better than we do, and they ought to be allowed to 
enact laws to govern ~he question. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. One other question, if the gentleman will 
permit. Is it not a fact that the north Atlantic coast States 
did have compulsory pilotage, and from time to time they have 
repealed those laws because it was tmnecessary to continue 
them? 

1\fr. MADDEN. I believe that is so. 
Mr. DAVIDSON. And if that is true because of the improve

ment of the north Atlantic coast harbors-and we know that the 
south Atlantic coast harbors have been improved in substan
tially the same manner, to the same depth of water-why 
should the compulsory pilotage be necessary in the Southern 
States? 

1\fr. MADDEN. Let the Southern States have the same rights 
in connection with legislation of this character that the North
ern States have assumed to have. That is my answer to that 
question. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FoRDNEY]. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Briefly, Mr. Speaker, I will explain why I 
am in favor of this bill. First, let me say to the gentleman 
who has just spoken oD the subject: He said that the men who 
were interested in this bill were interested for no otl1er motive 
except the fact that there were vessel ownerships in the 
district from which tlley came. I want to say to the gentle
man that he is sadly mistaken. 'l'here are no vessels on salt 
water that sail between ports south of Old Point Comfort and 
the Southern States to Texas that are owned by anybody from 
the State from which I have the honor to come. I have no 
interest in any vessel property anywhere, either on fresh water 
or salt water. I am in favor of the bill because I believe that 
it repeals a law that permits men to heap injustice upon parties 
who own vessels sailing into those ports. Before the bill came 
before the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries I bad 
some correspondence with men who were opposed to the meas
ure, in which I had in a measure stated that I would oppose 
the bill, but when hearings were given to men interested on 
both sides of the subject, I told Mr. O'Brien, who represented 
the Pilots' Association, that I would not support the bill, l;mt 
later told him that unless he could to my satisfaction answer 
statements and testimony presented to the committee, showing 
that there were injustices heaped upon men who owned vessels 
sailing into those ports, that I would be compelled to support the 
measure, and that I would use every effort to give him every op
portunity to answer those questions. He failed to do it in any 
respect, although given ample time. One vessel owner who ap
peared before that committee showed that he had a vessel sail
ing into a Gulf port, as I now remember it, ca1Tying lumber 
to and from those ports, which were compelled to pay $150 
pilotage- fees when foreign vessels of equal capacity, drawing 
no more water, were permitted to sail in and out for a charge 
of $40. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That was at 'l'ampa, Fla. 
l\fr. FORDNEY. And at Gulf ports also. I have the names 

of vessels here, and I will call attention to one of them, the 
Gertrude Bartlett, a foreign ship. The testimony shows she 
paid $40 pilotage fee. The S. M. Bi1·d was assessed a hun
dred and fifty dollars for like services. The owner of that 
ship went to the Pilots' Association and presented his claim, 
showing that he was charged more than other vessels of like 
capacity, and offered to settle the case by paying $75. His 
ship was libeled and tied up at the dock, and he could not eveu 
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get a tug to take it out. The answer came from the captain of 
the tug that it would be a violation of the law to take that ship 
out, and especially conh·ary to the pilotage law~ 

Mr. DRISCOLL. I would like to know who has power 
to regulate this matter? 

1\fr. FORDNEY. A commission, as a gentleman stated; repre-
senting the Pilots' Association. . 

Mr. SHERLEY. Does not the gentleman know the pilotage 
law of tl1e different States is the result of the action of the 
legislatures of those different States and that they have full con
trol to make or change. any law? 
. Mr. FORDNEY. I know. only, my dear friend, just what was 
stated to the committee. Mr. Pendleton, a. vessel owner well 
informed on the subject, gave testimony. I have it here of 
record where a vessel was libeled, and he had to give bond. 

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman has not answered my ques
tion. It only requires a yes or no answer. 

1\fr. FORDNEY. I do not know what the law is, but I know 
what the practice is. 

11r. SHER;LEY. Then the gentleman would take a violation 
of the. law as an argument for this House to believe that was the 
1aw. 

Mr. FORDNEY. I want the House to understand me on this 
subject. 1\fr. O'Brien was given opportunity to answer to my 
satisfaction why this extortion was allowed, and be failed to do 
it, and because there is a law that will permit a set of men to 
extract from another man, contrary to the law, a sum of money
and compel biro to pay it, I favor this bill. I have no interest 
in vessels. I am supporting the bill in the interest of simple 
justice. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from 1\fichigan 
has expired. · 
· .Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman desire more time? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Three or four minutes. 
Mr. LI'ITLEFIELD. I yield three minutes to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Now, it may be claimed by some men that 

the reason why one vessel is charged $40 and the other a hun
dred and fifty dollars might be on account of their carrying 
capacity. The vessel Gertrude Bat·tlett carried 28,000 feet of 
lumber more than the other vessel; that is all. In one instance 
Mr. Pendleton stated before the committee, and that statement 
is in the records, that the profits on his cargo amounted to $32 
and the pilotage was $40. . 

.Mr. Speaker, there is nowhere else in the United States where 
the law compels a vessel owner to employ ri. pilot. There is 
nowJ1ere else in the United States where there is more , danger 
to life and less loss of life than at those ports. Other ports on 
the Pacific and Atlantic coasts are not compelled by law to hire 
a pilot, but they do hire a pilot in these ports referred to, and 
notwithstanding the fact that the captain of a tug is a pilot 
hims~lf, competent to take a vessel over the bar, a vessel owner 
is also obliged to employ a pilot to ride upon the tug beside of 
the captain, and he pays not only a tug hire, but a pilotage 
charge as well. All men who sail or who own vessel property 
are interested in the saving of the lives of the sailors as well as 
passengers. However, there are no passengers to speak of on 
sitil ve. els. They go on steamships. The loss of life is among 
the sailors. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for one 
question? 

1\.Ir. FORDNEY. Yes, sir. 
1\lr. l'RINCE. Has there been request on the part of any na

tional or State quarantine association for this legislation? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Not ·that I know of. 
Mr. PRINCE. lias there been any request on tb,e part of any 

chamber of commerce for this legislation? 
. Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, there may be lots of them. I am not 

just familiar with the requests that have been made. 
1\ir. PRINCE. Has there been any request on the part of any 

labor organization in this counh-y for this legislation? 
Mr. FORDNEY. It doe's not make any difference to me 

whether there is any request from any labor organization or not 
so long as the measure appeals to me to be one of justice, sir. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. . The time of the gentleman nas expired. 
Mr. SHERLEY. Ur. Speaker, I yield fifteen mjnutes to the 

gentleman from Georgia [l\.Ir. BRANTLEY]. 
llfr. BRANTLEY. l\lr. Speaker, it was my privilege during the 

last session to consume some considerable time in the discus
sion of this identical bill, and I put into the RECORD at that time 
a much more comprehensive discussion of the questions involved 
than I can hope to do in the time allotted me to-day. I will be 
glad if those who are interested will look now at what I then 
said. 

This is a bad bill. It is bad in principle and it is bad· in its 
effect if enacted into law; No one questions the juri diction or 
the power of Congress to regulate pilotage. When the attempt 
is made to bring about such regulation we will meet that ques
tion. It is not now involved, and although some gentlemen say 
they favor this bill because they favor Federal regulation of 
pilots, I wish to call the attention of the Hom:e to the fact that 
this bill does not seek to regulate pilotage by Federal laws or 
otherwise, but the only effect of it if passed would be to, not 
directly, but indirectly, destroy the pilotage systems of the 
Southern States now existing; to substitute no system by the 
Federal Government in its place, and to leave these States with 
their hands tied and unable to provide any other system of 
pilotage in lieu of the one destJ;oyed. Mr. Speaker, the princi
ple of compulsory pilotage is upheld the world over. It has 
been repeatedly sustained by the decisions of our Supreme 
Court and sustained and enforced · in many other countries of 
the world. 

What this bill seeks to do is not to abolish compulsory pilot
age-for it is still to be authorized, notwithstanding the pas age 
of this bill, against all foreign vessels-but thls bill is to pre
Yent compulsory pilotage being enforced against coastwise sail
ing ve . els. What, now, would be the effect of such a law? 
Back yonder, thirty-five years ago-in 1871---congress pro
hibited compulsory pllotage against steam vessels engaged in 
the coasting trade, and it is now propo"'ed to supplement that 
legislation by prohibiting compulsory pilotage against sailin~ 
vessels engaged in the coasting trade, and wfth what re ult'? 
'\Yith the result that the system of pilotage we now have in m:v 
State_:_the State of Georgia-would fail. Why? Because there 
would b'e no funds with which to support it. Our system of 
pilotage is maintained by fees paid by the vessels that receive 
the benefit of it and for whose protection it was inaugurated. 
We had at my port-the port of Brunswick, Ga.-last year 
some forty millions of commerce. Perhaps 75 per cent of it 
was domestic or coastwise business, handled in large part by 
sailing vessels. We have a great port and a great commerce, 
amply protected by competent pilots, but if you rele<Yate us to 
pilotage fees from foreign vessels to maintain our pilotage sys· 
tern we can not maintain it, for there will not be suffici-ent reve
nue from that source for the purpose. What is true of · Georgia 
is h·ue of other Southern States. 

When this Government · first started, in the very first Con
gress it was deliberately enacted that in the matter of pilotage 
each State should be free to make such laws as it saw fit . 
From that first Congress to this, the second session of the 
Fifty-ninth, that rule has not been changed. Each coast State 
during all these years has enacted pilotage laws to suit its 
needs and as necessary to protect its ·commerce. Until those 
States on the easte1·n coast had gradually builded up their 
foreign trade so jbat they had foreign vessels enough to sup
port their pilots, they maintained, the most of them, compnlsory 
pilotage against sailing vessels in the coasting trade. Each 
State has been free to establish or abolish compulsory pilotage 
as it saw fit, and at all times to legislate in this regard as the 
interests of its commerce j ustified or authorized it to do. All 
that we ask for my State to-day is the privilege enjoyed by 
all States heretofore of changing our pilotage system whenever 
in our judgment it is wise to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is entitled "A bill to remove discrimi
nation against American sailing vessels." The plea is made 
that it is a bill directed against discrimination, and yet in its 
very essence it is a bill to impose discriminations of fundame~tal 
character against those States in the Union which are not for
tunate enough at this time to have a sufficient number of for
eign vessels coming into their ports with which to maintain a 
pilotage system. A more unjust, unfair, and inequitable meas
m·e was never proposed in the American Congress. It is no 
justification for it to say that Congress bas already released 
coastwise steamers from compulsory pilotage. The .ve el un
der steam is under control and can feel its way ; the ve el un
der sail can not do so. The one as a rule plies regularly be
tween certain ports ; the other does not ; neither is there any real 
competition between sail and steam. In slow freight ·steam 
can not now compete with sail, and, pilotage or no pilotage, sail 
can never compete with steam where dispatch and certainty of 
time of delivery are necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an absurdity to talk about any State or any 
port imposing or maintaining for any length of time umeason
able pilotage fees. When it does so it injures its commerce. 
Each State is a competitor with evm-y other State, each port is 
a competitor with every other port, and each State and each 
port is going to make its charges against commerce just as low 
as it can consistently with the proper protection of that com
merce. Each individual State can better be relied upon to pro- · 
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teet its conurierce than can the United States, and knows better 
what protection.is needed. 

1\Ir. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a 
question? It bas been said here that we have a condition 
whereby different rates are imposed and ·collected as pilotage 
from ships of the same capacity. I have been trying to find out 
by what authority pilots are allowed to collect discriminating 
rates against ships of the sat.ue capacity, and especially why 
they discriminate against American vessels in favor of foreign 
vessels, if the facts are so. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. In answer to the gentleman, if he does 
not know it already, I wlll inform him that in each of the 
States with whose laws I am familiar the matter of pilotage is 
regulated and fixed by law-by acts of the State legislature. 
I have heard no· complaint that any State bas enacted bad laws 
or laws authorizing the discriminations to which the gentleman 
refers. I have heard ·some complaint to the effect that at . one 
or two ports discriminations had been made, .but in each in
stance such discriminations have been shown to be in direct 
violation of the laws of the State, and nothing is simpler and 
notlling easier than to correct such discriminations, if persisted 
in, by an appeal to the courts. 

Furthermore, no complaint of this character has been made, 
so far as I know, that has not been investigated or is not now 
being investigated by those competent to correct any and all 
abuses. But I would say to my friend that he can not main
tain the proposition that because, for instance, the State of 
Mississippi, or some other State, does not enforce its pilotage 
laws be is justified in abolishing the pilotage laws of my State, 
against which no complaint of discrimination exists. 

The proposition before us is to wipe out all the pilotage laws 
of all the States because, forsooth, at some port the State laws 
regulating its pilotage system have not been fairly or properly 
enforced. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned in the maintenance and pro
tection of the commerce of my port and my State. Now; we 
get down to this proposition: Do we need pilots ·to protect our 
commerce? No man will gainsay the proposition that we do. 
No one has attempted to do so. It being conceded that pilots 
are necessary, the next question is how to secure them, how to 
support them. We can only support them by paying them fees. 
·who is to pay those fees? In all justice and fairness the fees 
should be paid by the vessels coming into the ports-the vessels 
tllat "the pilots are on duty to protect. Oh, gentlemen say it is 
a great outrage for a vessel that does not use a pilot to be taxed 
with pilotage fees. Let me say to such as take that view, go 
down to the coast of Ge~rgia and inform yourselves on the sub
ject-look over our laws and see on the statute book who can 
JJecome a pilot. See that not only must be be a man of good 
moral character, but must undergo a period of years of appren
ticeship before he is qualified to serve as a pilot, and when he 
does become a pilot, see what are his duties. The law says to 
him that he must stay on the outside of the bar. What about 
this compulsory pilotage that he collects? He does not collect 
it unless, outside the bar, he tenders his services to the vessel 
coming in. He can not stay at home at his fireside and tax the 
vessel with his fees, for t11e law says be must be on the out
side-across the bar-in deep ·water; that he must be there 
il1 storm as well as in fair weather, by night as well as by day
be tllere ou the watch to serve when his services are needed; 
find if be stays there, I ask you why shouldn't he be paid for 

_doing so? 
Mr. PALMER. Will you allow me to call your attention to 

this ~tatement in the report, and ask you whether it is true? 
The system of compounding for pilot tees exists in Virginia and 

Georgia and reduces the business to one of revenue alone to the pilot, 
as it licenses the vessel and proceeds upon the theory that the servioes 
of the pilot are not in any sense necessary to the vessel. 

That is found on page 49. Is that true-that a vessel can get 
a license for a sum of money paid into the hands of the Pilot 
Association down there and enter and depart from these harbors 
without a pilot? 

1\Ir. BRANTLEY. Mr. Speaker, in answer to my friend ft;om 
Pennsylvania I want to say to him that, in the interest of 
making commerce as inexpensive as possible at my port and 
the ports of Georgia, a concession was made to the vessel 
owner by which, under certain conditions and certain regula
tions, certain vessels coming regularly into our ·ports may pay 
so much per year as a license fee, the money to go to the support 
and maintenance of the pilots of the port. 

Mr. PALMER. They get fees from such vessels without ren
dering any service? 

1\Ir. BRANTLEY. They may not render any ·service, trip after 
trip, to a particular vessel, but they are on duty ready to give 
assistance if.by chance it should be needed. 

Mr. PALMER. But they do get a fee from the vessel for 
services they do not render? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. They get the license fee paid by the vessel. 
1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. And all of this element of protection to 

life and property is entirely eliminated so far as the pilotage 
system is concerned. Is not that true 1 

1\Ir. BRANTLEY. It is not true. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I should like to know, if the vessel has 

no pilot, under your system, how the pilot, under your system, 
does the vessel any good? 

1\Ir. BRANTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would think that if any 
man on this floor ought to understand this question it would 
be my friend from Maine. · 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, I hope I do. 
1\Ir. BRANTLEY. Under the license system our pilotage ElyS· 

tern is maintained. We have pilots and they remain outside the 
bar, and although vessels may and do come in which do not 
need them, they are there when their services are needed, and 
the day comes to all vessels when the services of a pilot are 
absolutely necessary. · 

l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. For the purpose of ascertaining whether 
I .really do understand anything about it, let me ask my question 
again. I understand you to address your remarks now to the 
system in general. My question was addressed (I had hoped to 
make myself understood, but it seems I was not) to the specific 
vessel that had the license. With reference to that ve sel, quo 
ad that vessel, where does the element of protection to life and 
property as to that vessel come in under your system ? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. The answer is very simple. As to that 
particular vessel the element of protection comes in this way
that under the license system the pilot is maintained on the 
bar to protect that particular vessel in time of storm, when 
it does need the services of a pilot. ·If the Congress should 
follow the lead of the gentleman _from Maine, . the pilot" would 
not be there when the time came that his services were neces
sary, so that under our system each particular vessel is pro
tected by the mere presence of the pilot on the bar. The master 
of the vessel has no hesitancy in seeking a cargo at our port, 
because he knows that if tpe weather is thick and the wind high 
when he reaches the entran-ce to ou·r harbor there will be found 
a pilot competent and ready to take him inside. We can not 
require the pilot to be there, require him to undergo years of 
apprenticeship, to purchase, equip, and maintain his own pilot 
boat, to risk his life, to remain at sea in foul as well as fair 
weather, and not provide adequate compensation for him. You 
can do one of two things-abolish pilots altogether or provide 
reasonable compensation in return for" duties required. 

On our Georgia coast the mainland is low arid ill thick weather 
can not be seen. There are shoals projecting far out to sea, 
and mariners have to be cautious when the weather is not fair. 
The pilot boat stationed just across the bar is always there to 
direct not only the vessel needing a pilot, but the vessel not need
ing him, where the entrance to the channel is. We have ever 
found the pilot necessary, and we want the privilege of keeping 
him at the expense of those whose property he protects until 
the time comes when we can either dispense with his services or 
have sufficient foreign shipping to support him. 

l\Ir. DRISCOLL. The gentleman said that in case of a storm 
the pilot was out there, outside the bar, prepared and ready and 
willing to pilot tbe ship in. Is any extra charge imposed in case 
he does pilot that ship in? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Not a penny. 
l\Ir. DRISCOLL. I mean the ship that has paid the license by 

t11e year. · · 
1\Ir. BRANTLEY. Not a penny. 
l\Ir. DRISCOLL. No extra charge? 
l\Ir. BRANTLEY. Not a penny. A vessel is piloted in in 

time of storm for the same money that it is piloted in in fair 
weather. · 

Mr. DRISCOLL. But I am speaking of those who have paid 
a license, and therefore are not required to take a pilot except 
when they wish him. . 

1\Ir. BRANTLEY. If they take a pilot, they pay him. 
1\Ir. DRISCOLL. They pay extra for the pilot that they take 

to pilot them in during the storm? 
1\lr. BRANTLEY. They do not pay extra. They pay the 

pilot for his services when they take him, but if they have this 
license they do not pay any pilot fees when they do not have a 
pilot. The license fees, which are small, exempt them from all 
pilotage charges, except where they actually u se a pilot. 

[The time of Mr. BRANTLEY having expired, 1\Ir. SHERLEY 
yielded to him five minutes.] 

Mr. BRANTLEY. l\fr. Speaker, I just want to say, in con· 
elusion, that this bill is so manifestly unfair upon its face, is 
such a manifest discrimination against certain of the States of 
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this Union, that although it bas been introduced in this House and because the necessity which formerly existed for compulsory 
year after year for a quarter of a century-- pilotage has ceased. Compulsory pilotage has been aboli hed by 

Mr. BARTLETT. More than thirty years. the action of the several S~<ttes upon the Great Lakes, upon the 
1\fr. BRANTLEY. It has always received the stamp of dis- Pacific coast, and upon the North Atlantic coast above Cape 

approval in the American Congress, because the American Con- Henry. This buxden:_and I think I can show it is an unneces
gress has stood against discrimination and in favor of equality sary burden:-is only imposed in the ports between Cape Henry 
of treatment of all the States. We would be glad in my State and Galveston. · 
if we could make commerce absolutely free, but we believe that Until about three years ago I was opposed to this legisla
the duty is incumbent upon us to protect commerce at our ports, tion, not upon its merits, but because I clung tenaciously to the 
if we would invite it to come there, and we know that the neces- opinion which actuates so many of its opponents, that the regu
sity exists to have pilots to bring vessels into our ports. lation of pilotage should be left with the several State . In 
They may come in at times without needing the services of a truth, this is the only reason which can be advanced against 
pilot, but the day comes for each and all of them when the pilot this bill. Since the foundation of our Government it has been 
is ha:iled as a savior, when his services are of inestimable value, our policy to leave these matters to th.e se,eral States, but like 
-and we want to have him there against the time when his serv- so many other subjects a.ffecting our domestic trade and com
ices are needed. ·We want at all times to regulate the matter merce conditions ha\e so changed as to demand uniformity of 
for ourselves. If any of the people of my State have any fault legislation and regulation and to demand that Congress shall 
to find with our pilotage system, they have but to appeal to the assert its unquestioned jurisdiction. No one denies the au
legislature of the State to · have any changes made that appear thority of Congress to enact this legislation. At the best it is on.\y 
necessary or proper to make. a question of policy and of commercial necessity. I would be 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is entitled "A bill to remove discrimina- the last person to invade· upon any vital question the reserved 
tions against sailing vessels." The plea is made that the sail- rights of the States, but this legislation not only follows beaten 
ing vessel is discriminated against, and that its owners must paths, and for which there are numerous precedents, but it is 
be allowed to make more money. Yet turn to the hearings be- in line with the admitted trend of legislation to make uniform 
fore the honorable committee having this bill in charge and and consistent all laws affecting interstate trade. The on!y, 
read there where the leading advocate of the passage of this manner in which this result can be accomplished is through 
bill-himself a shipowner-testifies that he has gradually in- Congressional action. · 
creased his ship holdings from year to year until he has a con- Does the necessity exist for this legislation, or ought the 
trolling interest in more than one hundred of these sailing ves- South Atlantic and Gulf States to be permitted longer to regu
sels. Evidently he has found it a business profitable under our late pilotage? I think the tim~ ha arri>ed when the States 
laws as they now exist, and yet in order to make it still more ought voluntarily to surrender these privile<res or in default 
profitable he would sacrifice and imperil the commerce of my thereof that Congress should assert its jurisdiction. If pilotage 
port and imperil the lives of the men who serve on hls vessels. was ever a local question, that time has passed. There was a period 
There is no excu e or justification for this bill except to put in our history when it was strenuously contended that Congress 
money into the pockets of a few people. had no power to appropriate nwney for the improvement of our 

'l'here is no industry in the world-that is to-day so protected, waterways or harbors, but now public sentiment everywhere has 
so taken care of, so watched over and looked after as the coast- yielded this pesition, and no one questions that the maintenance 
wise sailing business of this counh·y. We are eA--pending mil- of our harbors is a function of Congress. The harbor of New 
lions for its benefit every year. We )lave removed all competi- York is not the property of the Empire State, but of the coun
tion from abroad with the men engaged in it; we have given try. Hampton Roads, in its magnificent area; is not the prop
them an ab olute monopoly. We spend millions to deepen our erty of Virginia, but is the pride of every American. Galves
harbors and deepen our channels for them; we build light-houses ton, with its enormous shipping and great tonnage, doe not 
and station light vessels for them ; we set up buoys and range alone belong to Texas. In so far as the e ports and others 
lights for them; we tax them nothing for these great aids to are u!::eful for commerce, to this extent does every Sta·te in 
their business, and yet when my State asks that they contribute the Union possess an interest in them. EYery burden upon in
something to the protection of the liv~ . they .employ and the terstate commerce in these ports, every obstacle to the freest 
protection of the commerce they handle, and the protection of movement of steamers and vessels should be remo\cd, and 
the good name of our ports, they rise up and say: " No ; we e\ery encoUl·agement for their use by American shippers should 
are the favored children of the nation, and you must not tax b'e afforded. Commerce can and should be as free as is con
us anything." That the sailing vessel is the great beneficiary sistent with safety. 
of improved harbors and deeper channels is easily demonstrated. If these burdens in the way of pilotage regulations imposed 
At the pod of Brunswick, Ga., the coastwise steamers draw under the authority of any State are not only unneces ary, but 
from 14 to 18 feet of water, while it is a matter of almost the charges are extortionate and are harsh and inconsi tent, and 
daily occurrence for sailing vessels drawing 19, 20, and 21 feet particularly if they foster a monopoly, then the neces ity for 
of water, and sometimes more, to enter our harbor. It is to Congressional action is imperative. I think that all of these 
accommodate the deep-draft sailing vessel that we are con- onerous conditions exist at the several ports between Cape 
stantly seeking to deepen our channel. It is to protect the Henry and Galveston, and in a more or less drastic form. 
sailing vessel that pilots are primarily needed. and it is but Mr. BRANTLEY. Will the gentleman from North Carolina 
small return for them to make for all that is done in their yield for a question? 
behalf to assume the burden of paying the~e pilots. I hope Mr. S~\IALL. Certainly. . 
this bill will be defeated. [Applause.] 1\fr. BRANTLEY. Is it not true that the port of Wilmington, 

1\fr. SMALL. 1\Ir. Speaker, I am unable to agree with the dis- N. c., has abolished compulsory pilotage fees? 
tinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BRANT~Y] who has 1\Ir. SMALL. Yes. 
just spoken, and who contends that this is a bad bill. Upon the 1\Ir. BRAJ\TTLEY. And that the change of the position of the 
conh·ary, I think that the commercial i~terests of the entire gentleman on this question changed with the action of the port 
country, and, I am sure, the commercial interests of the South, of his State? · 
as illustrated by our coastwise trade, will be benefited by the Mr. SMALL. I will answer the gentleman. 
passage of this particular legislation. Mr. BRANTLEY. If the gentleman will pardon me, I want 

Substantially this bill provides that the masters or mates of all to ask another question in that connection. Is it not h'Ue that 
sailing vessels may be licensed under the authority of the United following the declaration that Wilmington is a free port its 
States to pilot any vessel wHhin certain limits and that the au- lumber business in a large mea ure got away from it, and has 
thority granted by such license shall not be limited by any been away since it has been a free port? Then I want to ask 
State regulation. The purpose is to make the acceptance of a the gentleman further if abolishing compul ory pilotage in . 
pilot by a sail vessel optional instead of compulsory. The bill Wilmington has resulted in giving this port an advantage over 
does not apply to foreign vessels, but only to American vessels every other southern port that has not abolished pilotage fees, 
engaged in the coastwise trade. By the act of 1871 all steamers why isn't it for the interest of Wilmington to have this bill de
were relieved from compulsory pilotage, and the purpose of feated and compulsory pilotage maintained at the other outhern 
this bill, as the title implies, is to remove this discrimination ports? 
against sail ve els and put them on an equality with vessels Mr. SMALL. Mr. Speaker, answering the question of the 
propelled by steam. With the commercial growth of our coun- gentleman, I will say that Wilmington, N. C., is the principal 
try, with the constant improvement of our harbors by providing port of my State, and that the legislature of North arolina 
a greater depth of water and by marking the channels with day llas made it a free port; but that was not the controlling rea
and night beacons, the tendency has been to remove an burdens son which actuated me in coming to a belief in the merits of 
upon our coastwi e shipping, and this is true because any bur- this legislation. It is not true that the coastwise trade of the 
den upon interstate trade is .ultimately borne by the consumer 1 port of 'Yilmington, either in lumber or any other commodity, 
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has decreased since it has become a free port, but upon the con
trary there is e\idence the otqer way, which has been presented, 
if I am not mistaken, to the committee. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. l\Ir. Speaker, I can hand the gentleman 
a letter if he desires it, to the effect that the trade has not 
fallen off. 

Mr. SUALL. I would be glad to have it. There is evidence 
to the effect that the commerce of Wilmington has shown a 
healthy increase since these discriminations were remo\ed from 
sailing >essels epgaged in the coastwise h·ade. 

1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. There is a letter from the president of 
_the chap:1ber of commerce, which I hand to the gentleman. 

:Mr. SMALL. Yes; here is a letter which I will read. It is 
from Mr. J. A. Taylor, president of the chamber of COJillllerce of 
that city, and is as follows: 

THE WIL:YI~GTOX CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Wilmington, N. a., March !1, 1906. 

.Bon. CHARLES E. LITTLEFIELD, . 
Hottse of Rep1·esentative8, Wa,ghingt01~, D. a. 

DEAR SIR: Referring to the minority report on the Littlefield bill, 
beg to call your attention to figures on page 78 purporting to represent 
the relative shipments from Charleston, S. C., Geoq~etown, S. C., and 
Wilmington, N. C., for the years 1904 and 1905, m which the Wil
mington shipments of lumber -to New Yot~k are represented as having 
fallen off more than 4,QOO,OOfr feet. This statement is intended to 
convey the impression that shipments received at New York are prac
tically the total output of this commodity from Wilmington, and a 
lamer argument we can not well conceive. . For your information, beg 
to say that the shipments -of lumber from Wilmington for 1904 were 
40,000,000 feet, and for 1905, 46,000,000 feet, and this notwithstand
ing that one of the principal mills was shut down for five months, due 
to a bOiler explosion. It is estimated that lumber shipments from 
Wilmington for 1906 will exceed 60,000,000 feet, or an increase over 
1904 of 50 per cent. New York no longel· recei>es the proportion of 
shipn::.cnts that it formerly enjoyed, and if the signers of the minority 
report had been as zealous in ascertainin"' facts as they were in put
ting forth a misleading argument they wouid never have appended their 
signatures to a report so easily refuted. 

On this same page appears this clause: "Cause, reduced freight, as 
the freight always ·pays the pilotage." This is the conclusion of the 
argument and is 'the capstone to the contention that a free port suf
fers a loss of commerce. -In the same paragraph the action of Wil
mington in abolishing compulsory pilotage is represented as a short
sighted step on the part of a few grasping shippers. As a matter of 
fact, the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, by unanimous vote, con
demned compulsory pilotage, and the members of the chamber raised a 
Iar~e fund to prosecute repeal before the State legislature. The sub
scribers to this fund embraced, with three exceptions, every manufac
turer and wholesale dealer in Wilmington. 

For your further information I will state that ten pilots are now 
engaged in the business at this port, and the . service is more sa tis- . 
factory and efficient than it has been for more than ten years. There 
has not been a single disaster to shippin~ chargeable to the abolition 
of compulsory pilotage or to inefficient pilotage service, and the com
mercial interests of Wilmington are highly pleased with the results 
of the free port. 

I hope that you will feel at liberty to use this letter in meeting the 
erroneous assumptions in the minority report. 

Yours, respectfully, 
- J. A. TAYLOR, P1·esident. 

I will state that the act of the legislature making Wilmi.ngton 
n free port took effect in March, 1905. _ 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. lli. Speaker, repre
senting the Wilmington district, I would like to nsk the gentle
man if the statistics from the Department of Commerce and La
bor do not show that there is an actual falling off in the ship
ments of lumber from Wilmington since it was made a free port, 
and jf those statistics do not show an increase from Charleston 
and Georgetown? 

l\:fr. SMALL. If tb~ gentleman has any such statistics, be 
can produce them in his own time and then they can be an
swered. I have not any to that effect I was but recently in 
,Wilmington, and there I found among the commercial interests 

· of that port a unanimity of &entiment in favor of a continuance 
·of the law making the city of Wilmington a free port 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. I desire to say simply 
that those facts are so, and I tried to get from Mr. Taylor his 
explanation, but have not been able to do so--that is, as to the 
falling off.. · 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What was the statement of the gentle
man? 

l\Ir. SMALL. The gentleman from North Carolina, my col
league, stated that the statistics of the Department of Commerce 
and Labor showed there had been a falling off in the coastwise 
trade since the city of Wilmington was made a free port. 

l\:fr. PAT'l'ERSON of North Carolina. On lumber only. 
l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. May I ask if the gentleman questions 

the credibility of Mr. Taylor, who writes the letter which the 
gentleman from North Carolina [1\lr. SMALL] bas read? 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. No ; I do not, nor do I 
question the credibility of the Secretary of the Department of 
Commerce and Labor. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. May I ask the gentleman if it does not 
emban-ass him if he questions the intelligence and credibility of 
Mr. J. A. Taylor? 

l\Ir. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Not at all. He is an 
honorable gentleman. He is in favor of this bill. Yet the 
largest shipper there is opposed to it 

l\1r. LITTLEFIELD. That does not change the fact-the cir
cumstance that these people are for or against the legislation. 

l\fr. SMALL. I will say to the gentleman that the shipper to 
whom he refers, the firm of Alexander Sprunt & Son, is engaged 
exclusively in the foreign trade, as I understand. 

Mr .. LITTLEFIELD. And they want the coastwise trade to 
pay to help them out in the foreign trade. 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Before the matter is 
closed I would just like to say that my own opinion about the 
falling off ls that it is due to the destruction of our forests, and 
not because Wilmington is made a free port. 

Mr. SMALL. I am obliged to. the gentleman for that state
ment. 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. That is my own opinion. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. 1\Ir. Speaker, I understand the gentleman 

to say that the State of North Carolina, through its legislature, 
made Wilmington a port of entry. 

Mr. SMALL. A free port. 
l\Ir. SP ARKl\lAN. A free port, I would say ; and that it did 

so because it evidently found that the foreign shipping was suf
ficient to sustain the pilot system there, I presume. 

l\:fr. SMALL. I do not -understand that that entered substan
tially into the reasons controlling the commercial interests of 
Wilmington in a movement for a free port. 

Mr. SPARKl\IAN. Whatever the reason may have been, does 
not the gentleman think the balance of the Southern States or 
any State m the Union can also be trusted to do the right thing 
whenever the time comes for doing it? 

Mr. SMALL. I will ~ay, in answer to the gentleman, that the 
only possible merit in the opposition to this bill is the contention 
that it should be left to the State, and I think the time has come 
when the Congress of the United States, in the interest of inter
state commerce and freedom of trade, should remove this dis
crimination against the coastwh::e' h·ade. 

Mr. HARDWICK. :May I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr. SMALL. Certainly. 
l\Ir. HARDWICK. I want to ask you this : Why will not the 

same argument made by my friend from Florida apply, and why 
did it not apply, to quarantine just as well? 

Ur. SPARKMAN. I can answer that--
1\Ir. S~IALL. Oh, the question of quarantine .has been thrashed 

out, and a majority of this Congress has admitted that it was 
the duty of the. United States to take jurisdiction. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. What objection has the gentleman from 
North Carolina to allowing the State of Georgia to do as .the 
State of North Carolina did, abolish compulsory pilotage at its 
pleasure and not at the command of the Government of the 
United States? 

:Mr. Sl\IALL. Without reflection upon the Empire State of 
Georgia I might suggest that Georgia is not as wise as North 
Carolina and may not do it, and therefore the Congress of the _ 
United States ought to step in and free commerce from this 
restriction. [Applause.] 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Will the gentleman let me suggest just 
there that if his State has been more wise, and you have got an 
advantage over Georgia, then why do not you keep it? Have 
you not made a mistake and want to pull us in the hole with 
you? 

l\Ir. SMALL. · I hope the gentleman will not think that in 
North Carolina we are so narrow we would withhold the benefits· 
we are enjoying from the great State of Georgia and her ports. 
We are liberal in these matters and we wish to extend the bene
fit to every port of the country. Now, as to one question pro
pounded by the gentleman from Georgia, my friend l\Ir. BRANT
LEY. He intimated that the reason for my position at this time 
was because Wilmington was the chief port and a free port. 
I would not intimate that the gentleman represents the pilots 
of his ports. I would ·not represent that other gentlemen here, 
residents or representing districts which have ports in them 
in States which recognize compulsory pilotage, are representing 
their ports alone. I will give them credit for a wider range of 
vision in this matter than to say they represent their particular 
ports or particular section. -

Substantially every reason which was adduced in favor of -a 
system of compulsory pilotage at each separate port ·has been 
eliminated in the course of our commercial growth and in the 
extension of our domestic trade. l\Iany beautiful sentiments 
have been written in praise of the heroism of the pilots as they 
brave the storms upon the ocean, seeking the luckless vessel and 
bringing her safely into port. Under the old conditions the 
pilots were desired by the masters and in stress of weather they 
were a necessity. But by no wild stretch of the imagination 
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can such sentlinental reasons be advanced ·to-day in favor of 
the present system. Steamers are not required to take pilots 
and yet strange vessels frequently demand their services. The 
master and pilot of a sail vessel accustomed to trade with more 
or less frequency at the same port are just as well acquainted 
with the c·bannel as is the local pilot So that the arguments of 
the gen_tleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] and several other 
gentlemen who have appealed to the sentiment of Members are 
dealing not with the present but with the past. 

Let me illustrate some of the inconsistencies in the applica
tion of compulsory pilotage. At Cape Hemy a sailing vessel 
entering Hampton Roads and bound for Norfolk or Newport 
News must take a pilot or pay t.he fee. If_ she is bound for 
Baltimore she is not so compelled, although subject to the same 
conditions, because Ba]timore is a free port. If the same 
vessel is bound for Alexandria she must take a pilot, but if her 
destination is the city of Washington, just a few miles farther, it 
is optional. Can such inconsistencies be explained? 

Again, a practice exists at Cape Henry, and I believe to the 
same degree substantially at the other ports. where pilotage is 
compulsory, by which an annual license for a consideration is 
issued to a vessel, and which relieves such vessel from the 
necessity of taking a pilot during the life of the license. · Mind 
you, the license is not to some skillful and intelligent pilot on the 
sail vessel, but it is issued in the name of the vessel itself. It 
is, therefore, a fair inference that at least one purpose of com
pulsory pilotage i.s to raise rev~nue for the pilots rather than 
to protect shipping or consene the interests of the port. 

It bas been said in this debate that the object of this legisla
tion is to benefit owners of sail vessels in the State of Maine. 
I am unwilling to believe that none of the sail vessels engaged 
in h'ade with the South Atlantic and Gulf ports are owned by 
the southern people, but jf every such vessel was owned in the State 
of Maine such fact would not justify ;unnecessary discrimination 
against and unnecessary exaction upon such vessels engaged in 
the trade. These vessels are the instrumentalities of commerce, 
and are not only entitled to freedom of movement, but evety dol
lar extorted from them is necessarily added to the freight 
charges and is paid by tbe southern owner of the lumber or 
cross-ties or other material so transmitted by them. It was 
said by one gentleman, Mr. BRA -TLEY, I · believe, that this bill 
was intended to put money in the pockets of a few individuals
referring to the vessel owners. This was an unfortunate allu
sion. The representative of the pilots stated that this legislation 
would not affect more than 1,000 pilots, and there was evidence 
before the committee to the effect that the number would not 
exceed 130. It has been shown that wherever a compulsory 
pilotage system exists that the number of pilots is limited; that 
they are well organized; that they receive large incomes, and it 
is well .b1own that they have maintained at this capital one or 
niore intelligent and distinguished representatives to protect 
their interests. Evidently it can be said upon the best authority 
that those opposed to this legislation are seeking, perhaps un
consciously, to maintain a profitable monopoly at a few ports. 

May I call attention to another form of discrimination? The 
kind of vessel which bas more than any other revolutionized 
water-borne trade and reduced the cost of movement to a mini
mum is that of barge transportation. Therefore every encour
agement should be ~fforded, and yet a tug entering the harbor 
from Hampton Roads with a tow of, say, three barges, need not 
take a pilot, but each barge is compelled to accept a pilot or 
pay the fees for an annual license. How can this be justified? 

We have heard in this discussion some panegyl'ics upon labor. 
·It is ·said that the pilots belong to the American Federation of 
Labor, and that this fact may prejudice this bill. How the 
pilots under modern eonditions come to be associated with any 
labor organization is one of the unfathomable mysteries. At 
least a goodly portion of them sit in comfortable offices and col
lect the vessel licenses, with occasional visits to their State cap
itals while the legislature is in session in order to relieve the 
monotony of the daily grind. Instead of being laborers, they re
semble more the traditional lily,~· which toils not, neither does it 
spin." If I had authority I should at once institute an inquiry 
in order to ascertain how these pilots were mustered into the 
ranks of labor, and I am sure some skillful legerdemain would 
be discovered. 

If compulsory pilotage is necessary, then who should be in 
favor of it? I should say that the vessel owners would favor 
the system for the protection of their property. I would say 
tllat the owners of the cargoes of such vessels would advocat& 
it. I would also suggest that the marine underwriters would 
be zealous friends of the system. But in all the bearings before 
that committee I ha1e seen no evidence that any one of these 
interests was opposed to this bill, but, on the contrary, they 
are advocating its passage. 

Fortuna_tely, I represent my own constituency in the position 
I have advocated. Millions of feet of lumber are manufactured 
in eastern North Carolina, and large quantities are shipped to 
Norfolk and there transferred to sail vessels or barges and . 
thence transported to Philadelphia and ·other northern ports. 
I think every manufacturer and shipper of lumber in my Con
g~essional clish·ict ba~ written to me asking me to support this 
b~ll. They are not mterested in maintaining the .compulsory 
p1lotage system at Cape Henry, and they realize that its mainte
nam·e imposes upon them an unnecessary exaction. 

Mr. Speaker, I have endeavored to consider · this legislation 
alone from the viewpoint of public duty. I am sorry that many 
of the southern 1\Iembers and Democrats differ with me. I 
yield to no man in loyalty to the South and to the tenets of 
the Democratic party, and in supporting this measure I make 
no sacrifice of either. Whenever I can do so consistently and 
in the line of duty I stand for that legislation which makes for 
commercial growth, for industrial activity, and for the develop. 
ment of the rich resources of the South. Any legislation which · 
tends to freedom of commerce, which increases the number of 
vessels engaged in our coastwise trade, and which lightens the 
cost of transportation will tend to increase our prosperity. Ob
stacles may temporarily be thrown in the way, but in the march 
of progress they will ultimately be removed. [Applause.] 

.1\fr. BRANTLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, by direction of the gentle
man _from Kentucky [Mr. SHERLEY], I yield ten minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida, [Mr. CLARK] . 

l\fr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I shall not unde:~:take 
in the few remarks which I shall submit upon this bill, to go 
into details. That would be impossible in the short time I am 
nllowed. While no one questions the authority of Congress to 
deal with this matter, the fact remains that ever since the 
formation of the Government Congress has deemed it wise not 
to interfere with the States along this line. This bill has been 
presented at almost every Congress for possibJy thirty or forty 
years, and the Congress has never seen fit yet to take from tlle 
States the control of this subject. Why should Congress do so 
now? What particular reason exists now for this bill? Who 
is demanding the passage of this bill? Not the people at inter
est; not those of the States where these ports are located, but 
the cry for the abolition of compulsory pilotage by Congress 
comes from the shipowners of the State of ~1aine. Now, 1\Ir. 
Hpeaker, if this bill should pass it would absolutely destroy the 
pilotage system of the State of Florida, which I in part repre
sent upon this floor. A bill to repeal compulsory pilotage has 
been repeatedly introduced in the Florida legislature, and it 
has failed of passage 'every time, because our people recognize 
that the commerce from foreign nations coming to our port is 
SQ exceedingly small that it could not possibly maintain an effi
cient pilotage system in any of those ports. There is another 
thing that gentlemen should remember. The channel in south
f'rn pprts, particularly with us, is constantly changing on ac
count of the shi~ing sands. They are not like the ports of rock
ribbed New Englund, that remain the same all the time, and it 
is absolutely essential that pilots thoroughly familiar with t11e 
<'llannel should-be on hand to guide these vessels safely into an<l 
out o"f our ports. It is necessary in the interest of human life, 
it is necessary in the interest of the preservation of property ; 
and, I say, Mr. Speaker, that the saving of one human fife, the 
saving of one human being, is worth more to .the country' than 
every dollar that these shipowners would be taxed. 

I want to say, too, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the main 
reason assigned for the necessity for this bill is the fact t11at 
there have been some acts of injustice somewhere. Here and 
there isolated wrong has been perpetrated; here and there in- · 
stances of hardship upon some shipowner have occurred. That 
does not demand the abolition of the law ; that does not demand 
the destruction of the system. It ought to be regulated; its 
in·equalities and injustices ought to be cured; but it does not 
demand the entire abolition of the system and the denial to the 
ports of my State of the right to· maintain a pilotage system. 
Why not do with Florida as has been done with the State of 
North Carolina? Let us go on under this system until our for
eign commerce has reached that point where we can voluntarily 
abolish it, as they have done at the port of Wilmington; and it 
will be abolished whenever our foreign commerce reaches such 
a volume as to maintain au effective system of pilotage .in our 
ports. 

This pilotage system as we have it, too, 1\fr. Speaker, is a 
great aid to us in matters of quarantine. The pilot, I say, is 
always, as bas been so eloquently said by the gentleman from 
Georgia, outside. He is the first man who comes into contact 
with a vessel seeking entrance into our ports. If there be any 
disease on board he discovers the fact before the vessel enters 
our port. He discovers and reports that fact, and it ig valuable 
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to the quarantine system. :Mind y·ou, l\Ir. Speaker, there is no 
demand in my State for the passage of this bill. It is h-ue that 
some gentlemen have sent telegrams to the committee, and so 
forth; but the sentiment of the people, the overwhelming senti
ment of the people in my State, is in opposition to this bill. 

Probably the largest shipper at Jacksonville, which is the 
largest city in my State and in my district, is the Cummer Lum
ber Company, people who represent over $2,000,000 in lumber, 
turpentine, and other interests, and they are absolutely op
posed to the passage of this bill. In 1905 I believe they sent a 
telegram here supporting it, but last winter the Cummer Lumber 
Company put themselves on record as opposed to this bill and 
are anxious that it be not passed by Congress. So I say there 
is no demand there for it. The only demand comes from the 
shipowner of Maine. The only demand comes from him, and 

. only to save a few dollars, regardless of the danger to human 
life, regardless of the danger in the destruction of property, and 
regardless of the rights of labor in this country. 

Mr. HUl\fPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman per
mit a question? 

l\lr. CLARK of Florida. Certainly. 
Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Is the gentleman able to 

show where there has been any loss of life or any injury to tbe 
_vessels that have gone in and out of these ports without a pilot? 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I will say to the gentleman that I 
can not state from memory, but I know there have been a good 
many. 

1\Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington. That challenge was made 
before our committee to tbos~ who oppose this bill, and it was 
shown that not a single vessel was injured, not a life was lost, 
and no danger to property happened on any vessel out of the 
thou ands that had gone in and out of these ports . without a 
pilot ; and yet to-day the gentleman is opposed to t_be passage 
of this bill, as be says, in the interest of the protection of life 
and property. I fail to see what basis the gentleman has for . 
·his argument that it is for the protection of life and property, 
because the testimony shows that where they employed pilots 
there were lives that were endangered and vessels that were in
jured. 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I do not doubt the gentleman's state
ment; but, Mr. Speaker, I oppose it upon this proposition-that 
the pilot living at the port, there every day and every night, 
knowing every possible change in the channel, is bound to know 
more about it than the pilot upon a vessel coming into that port 
once a year. · 

The SPEAKER pro · tempore. The time of the gentleman has 
expired. . 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman allow 
me to ask him one question? 

1\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I will if I have the time. 
Mr.· SHERLEY. I yield five minutes more to the gentleman. 
1\Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington. Suppose, as in the case of 

Norfolk, where a pilot never leaves the shore, and only sits in his 
office and collects the pilotage, and as has been shown by the 

. evidence before the committee, that there has not been a pi lot 
on a sailing vessel in that port in eighteen years, how do they 
learn it by simply sitting in their offices ashore and simply col
lecting the revenue? 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida~ I presume the gentleman who rep
resents the Norfolk district can take care of that. I am speak
ing solely for my own constituency, and I know that at the port 
of Jacksonville and Pensacola and other Florida ports there is 
a body of pilots inferior to none in all this country and true to 
their trust. They do not sit in carpeted offices and draw a 
salary, but in sunshine and in storm the Florida pilot is outside 
of the bar seeking only to assure to property and to life a safe 
guidance into the port ; and I say to the gentleman again that 
I know that so far as our own pilots are concerned-the Pensa
cola pilot and the Jacksonville pilot and the other Florida 
pilots-they know more about our own ports in a minute than 
the pilots on one of these Maine schooners will know about those 
ports in forty years, becau e they stay out there. 

l\Ir. IIUl\lPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman allow 
me to ask him one more question? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Certainly. 
Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. After the eloquent eulogy · 

you have pronounced on the pilots of Florida, will you please 
explain why, under the pilotage system of Florida, they charge. 
American vessels three times as much for the same service as 
they do to the foreign vessel at the same port? 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I said at the opening 
of my remarks that there might be occasions where injustices 
or wrongs hay-e been done, but I stand here to urge these gen
tlemen to correct it. But because there is one wrong or one 
injustice, becau e here and there you can point out one indi-

vidual act of injustice, do not destroy the whole system that 
means so much to us. 

Mr. LI'l'TLEFIELD. May I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr . . CLARK of Florida. Certainly. · 
Mr. LI'l'TLEFIELD. It appeared before the committee that 

the acts of injustice and discrimination were repeated and con
tinuous, and that as a matter of fact there was more discrimi
nation than there was regular treatment. Now, why not join 
with us in wiping out the system that renders that kind of 
conduct possible? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. If the gentleman wants to wipe out 
systems that are objectionable, where injustice creeps in and 
wrong is triumphant, then why does not the gentleman join 
with me to ·adjust the inequalities of the Dingley bill? [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. "The gentleman from Maine" will be 
perfectly ready to debate that interesting proposition with -the 
gentleman from Florida at any time when the occasion arises, 
but that does not answer my question. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. All right. The gentleman is now 
talking about existing wrongs. · · 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Is that all the answer the gentleman 
can make to my question·? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I say to the gentleman from Maine 
that I am ready tq do my part in aiding him to wipe out any 
inequality that may exist, but I am not willing to destroy a 
system that has done so much for us and promises so much for 
us in the future. This Congress ought not to treat us differ
ently from the way in which they have treated the other States 
of the Union. They have waited upon them all to abolish com
pulsory pilotage when their foreign commerce justified it. 
They waited upon North Carolina until such time as their fOl"
eign commerce justified it. When ours reaches that point we 
are ready to join hands with the gentleman from Maine in re
pealing compulj:;ory pilotage. [Applause.] 

Mr. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman from Maine use some Qf 
his time? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] .. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, in 1896 this bill was pend
ing in the House of Representatives, and for a reason which I 
gay-e at the time I voted against its passage. Eighteen hundred 
and ninety-six was a time of starvation, and it was represented 
to the House of Representatives that if we should abolish this 
subsidy, or whatever else you may call it, one hundred and 
twenty-odd pilots and their families would suffer during the 
coming winter. I made a speech in opposition to the bill, 
putting it upon that ground, and asking, in reply to the pres
sure made by Mr. Dingley, that be postpone the passage of 
the bill until a better condition should justify the action of 
Congress. From that day to this, and, indeed, going back to 
1892, every Administration of the Federal Government, through 
its proper officer, has appealed to · Congress to repeal this dis
criminating charge. Now is the first time since 1896 that a 
bill has been presented before the House for its passage: At 
the time of the original discussion of this matter there was 
not the condition that exists at the present time. 

It is a most astonishing thing that which we have here dis
closed. First, every business man in the great cities of the 
South who has spoken has appealed for the passage of this 
bilL I am amazed to hear the gentleman from Jacksonville 
[Mr. CLARK of Florida], whose borne is in Jacksonville, speak 
in opposition to this bill, when apparently as many business 
men as there probably are in the city of Jacksonville have 
appealed for ~its passage, and their names are signed to the 
memorial to Congress. 

It is a new development in commercial trade that there shall 
be handed over to a little organization of men the power to 
license or refuse to license the shipping of the American people. 
The long lease of power that this little coterie has had has 
emboldened these men until it now appears that in more than 
a majority cf cases they never touch the wheel ·of a ship, and 
in very many cases they never go on board the ship. They sit 
there in an organized body and issue licenses · by the year. to 
the owner of a ship or a half dozen ships. They say to him, 
"It is very true now, you have your own pilots. You under
stand how to come into these ports. Give us so many dollars, 
and you need not take a pilot at all." If there is any gentle
man here who wishes to question that, here are the receipts 
for money and here are the statements of the men themselves 
that they do not go on board of the ships. They simply issue to 
the owners of the ship a permit for a year, for $500, $300, or 
$200, and the owner of the ship makes his own arrang~ment 
for the piloting ·of the ship, but pays this tribute to this organi
zation. What do you call that? _What would that be called 
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in these days of "muck raking?" An honest man with a -cargo 
going into the port of Norfolk, attempting to enter the James 
River, is charged a percentage of his cargo in value, and some
times the majority of the profit of his cargo, in order that he 
may sail up that harbor, and furnish his own pilot. lie takes a 
receipt for the money, and in that receipt they say that they did 
not go aboard of the ship, but "spoke her." "Spoke her!" 
In other parlance, they "touched'' her. [Laughter.] From 
Norfolk to Eastport, Me., there is no such condition, there is no 
such charge. lJ'rom the north coast of the Pacific, clear down 
to tl.le extre~e southern part of California, there is no such 
condition. It is just this little piece of property down there 
that is just now coming here and asking the Government of the 
United States to loan them $1,000,000 to run a · show down 
there, so that their pilots can " touch " every vessel that comes 
into that show. [Laughter and applause.] We will cross 
that bridge when we come to it. 

What is there that justifies this condition? North Carolina 
and the whole business men of Florida protest against it. 
IIere they are by hundreds, representing millions and millions 
of dollars of property ; here they are asking Congress to take 
off of their commerce a burden that is not the slightest benefit 
to them. · 

The very eloquent gentleman on the other side who .. talked 
about the pilots being out there to save property and save lives 
does not undertake to say how it happened that they themselves 
certify over and over, continually, from . the beginning of the 
year to the end of it, that they simply charged the ship and did 
not go aboard of her at all. 
.· We spend millions of dollars making the harbors of our coast 
easy of acce s; we spend vast sums of money to dig out the ob
.structions of our harbors; we spend vast sums of money to light 
our harbors, and we have got these harbors. Take the harbor 
of Norfolk. Is there any necessity for any especial skilled pilot 
to steer a ship into the harbor of Norfolk? Does anybody sup
pose that they could make the masters of these vessels, south
ern men, men who have built up this business in that harbor
convince them of the necessity of having a special pilot when 
the captains can go into these harbors at any hour of the day 
. or night with absolute safety under the light and with the depth 
of water that is furnished them by the Government? 

Why, l\lr. Speaker, there is no excu e for this tax. It is a 
distinct tax and burden for nothing. What other occupation in 
life is there that compels a man with his little schooner, with 
no life on board of it, perhaps, that is not as skilled as the 
pilot himself, to pay a tax for the privilege of entering one of 
the harbors of the United States? For the credit of our coun
try be it said that it affects no place north of the harbor of 
Norfolk and _no place on the great Pacific coast, including the 
dangerous entry to Columbia River and of all the other rivers 
and harbors along the Pacific coast. It exists nowhere else 
than in these few ports that are entered by the commerce I 
have spoken of. 

Take the harbor of Galveston, to-day second in importance of 
exports to the greatest in the United States; second only to 
New York in its export trade. Do they require in that mag
nificent harbor that has cost this Government untold millions 
of dollars-do these shipowners require that there shall be put 
upon that sailing vessel skilled men? Who is interested in 
saving the lives on board ship so much as the owner of the 
ship--who next to him but the captain and the men who are 
handling the ship itself? The whole of this, 1\Ir. Speaker, is 
an unnecessary burden upon this commerce, and if gentlemen 
want to see how heavy it is, take this report and read it and 
you will find that many a ship ' loaded with the products of in
·dustry ·of laboring men bas been taxed more than one-half of 
the profit of the three weeks' b.·ip -in order tllat they may sail 
into a harbor, and no pilot ever touched a wheel on the ship. 
[Applause.] 

1\Ir. SHERLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I now :yield fi-re minutes to 
the gentleman from Alabama [1\fr. UNDERWOOD]. · 

1\Ir. UNDER WOOD. l\1r. Speaker, I represent a district 
that nowhere touches the coast. I have 110 pilots in my dis
trict and no shipping intere ts, but we are very much inter
ested in commerce. l\Iy district is one of the largest manu
facturing districts in the South. We ship a large amount of 
the product s of our manufactories abroad. \Ve are intere. ted 
in foreign shipping, and I am going to vote against this bill, 
because I belie-re it will interfere with our commerce, exactly 
for the oppo ite reason that the gentleman from Ohio [~lr. 
GnosVE ... OR] says he is going to vote for it. I say to this House 
that t believe we in Alabama are better able to judge what will 
advance or improve or foster the commerce of Alabama than 
some ~entlem~n living in some other State. Frqm Fort Morgan, 
at the mouth of l\lobile Bay, to the port of Mobile is 18 miles. 

It is a channel where it is absolutely necessary to have a 
trained pilot to bring a ship from Fort Morgan to Mobile. It 
is true that a great . many of these coastwi e vessels · engaged 
in the trade up and down the coast have men or masters aboard 
them who are thoroughly trained and· thoroughly competent 
to bring a vessel through the channel at Fort .Morgan and carry 
it to Mobile Harbor without any danger, with perfect safety to 
the vessel, but when foreign vessels come from foreign ports to 
Mobile to receive the commerce that the State of Alabama 
carrles there to have taken abroaO. in these ships, of necessity 
they have no pilot aboard or master or captain who can steer 
that ship - from Fort :Morgan to Mobile city and deliver it in 
safety. Therefore unless we intend to abandon our foreign com
merce entirely it is necessary for us to maintain the pilotage 
system. Now, how can you do it? 'rhe custom the world over 
has been to charge the vessels that come into a port the fees 
for pilotage, and our people who are on the ground, who under
stand the situation, who know the amount of commerce, are 
maintaining· this system of pilotage of all ves els coming there, 
because they find if we only charge pilotage on· the foreign ves
sels at the rate we are charging to-day we would not get enough 
in return to support the system, and if we charge enough on 
the foreign vessels to support the system without maintaining 
the tax on the commerce between the States, on the coastwise 
trade vessels, then the tax would be so great on the foreign 
-ressels that we would drive the foreign ships away from our 
harbors. I can say to ·you that I baye no personal desire in 
the matter to maintain a system of compulsory pilotage, but I 
do want to maintain a system that will let foreign ships come 
into our port and carry our iron and steel and cotton to the for
eign markets of the world, and I believe that if you pass this 
bill and take away the right to tax the coastwise v:essels for 
pilotage, you will put the pilotage fees so high on the foreign 
vessels that you will drive many of them away from southern 
ports, and thereby prevent us from engaging in that share of 
foreign commerce that we are entitled to. Therefore I shall not 
support the bill. 

Mr. SHERLEY. l\Ir. Speaker, I now yield :five minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LAMAR] . 

Mr. LA.MA.R. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote against this bill be
cause it is both unnecessary and unjust. If the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] desires to ·prevent discrimination, ex
cessive charges, and injustices on the part of the pilots against 
shippers or the shipping trade, if any there be, then let him in
troduce a bill here to correct those excesses and limit those tolls 
and not destroy at one fell swoop the entire system, built up 
with the approbation of the American people. I remember that 
upon the attempt on the part of this House to regulate railway 
extortionate and discriminatory rates the gentleman from Maine 
[1\lr. LITTLEFIELD] was not so zealous in behalf of that bill as he 
is here in protesting against an alleged injustice done to Ameri
can shipping by pilots of my State or of any other State. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill is unjust from the simple fact that it 
destroys at one fell swoop, as it ·were, the property rights 
grown up under this system with the approbation of the Ameri
can people. It bas been said by the Supreme Court of the 
United States that the services of a pilot is as necessary to the 
yessel as are the services of the captain and the crew. That 
has been the sentiment of the American people, and to destroy 
it at one blow, as it were, without notice, is unjust. Will the 
House stand for an unnecessary act? Will it stand for an un
ju t act? 1\lr. Speaker, the men who will suffer if this bill is 
passed are the laboring people of the country. I have no dis
position to twit the distinguished gentleman from Maine {1\Ir. 
LITTLEFIELD]. He is just out of a tilt with the American Fed
eration of Labor. lie is " still in the rlng," and I shall not 
even suggest tllat he came out of that tilt "a little disfigured;" 
but this bill comes upon the meeting of this Congress early, 
swift upon its . convening, ancl the gentleman is just out of a 
serious collision with laboring men, not only in his dish·ict, but 
all oyer the country. · 

I would not do the gentleman the injustice to suggest that 
the rapidity with which this bill comes forward at this time 
might spring, even in the slightest, out of feelings engendered 
by that conflict, but I will say that, holding the views that the 
gentleman does with regard to the propriety of this bill and 
its justice, it p1ay be that his adyocacy of it is accentuated a 
little by the scars of that conflict, recent as it has been. The 
gentleman from 1\laine, I repeat, was more solicitous, from ' 
my understanding of his words . upon the railroad rate bill, to 
preserve those powerful discriminatory corporations from regu
lation by Ia w than be was to enforce upon them the remedial 
statutes that this Congre. s :finally stood for. The success of 
his efforts on the railroad rate bill would have been to relieye 
those powerful corporations from regulaton by law of a strin-
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gent character. But be comes here with a piece of legislation 
that is aimed, not at powerful corporations, but at defenseless 
lnboring men. The American Congress in its decision between 
the. large and powerful shipping interests of this country and 
the. laboring interests should hesitate before it passes this 
bill. Not only because those interests are laboring interests, 
but because those interests are poor, and hence they are not 
capable of withstanding the immediate effect of this crushing 
piece of legislation, which breaks down their means of livli
hood at one blow, whi"ch destroys all the property accumulated 
fo:r years past by the sanction of American public sentiment. 
I sbali vote against the bill. 

l\fr. SHERLEY. I will ask the gentleman from Maine to 
yield some of his time. 

l\Ir. LI'rTLEFIELD. I yield ten minutes to the· gentleman 
from .Minnesota [:M:r. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. 1\Ir. Speaker, those of us who 
live in the interior of the country are not concerned as to this 
measure in whatever way it may affect the interests of the 
pilots on one side or vessel owners on the other. We are really 
interested only as it may affect .the broad national interests or 
the national commerce, and it ls because I do believe it does 
affect both that I want to be recorded by my vote and by my 
voice in favor of the passage of this bill. It is a matter of 
national policy nowadays to have the interstate and foreign 
commerce--the commerce of this country-controlled by the 
national authority, and Unless there be the very strongest reason 
and necessity for State control of any portion of it, the national 
authority and regulation should prevail. I have had the honor 
to serve six years upon the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. In my youth I lived upon the Atlantic coast and 
know something about maritime conditions, and from my expe
riences I believe that the present system of pilotage in the 
South, the system of compulsory pilotage, is not necessary for 
the protection of life and property entering those ports. If it is 
not absolutely necessary for State systems and control, then the 
general national policy o·f Federal control of these maritime 
matters should prevail. It is the only safe, fair, and progressiT"e 
method of doing this business. Unquestionably the present sys
tem of compulsory pilotage under State laws is a burden ·upon 
interstate commerce, and wherever it interferes with the free 
movement of commerce, wherever it is an unnecessary or an un
-just charge upon national commerce, Congress should remove the 
burden, and remove it by the enactment of just ;:;ncb a bill as is 
now before this House . . The present system of compulsory pilot
age also causes the grossest discriminations against the most 
helpless class of our maritime traffic. Under the act of 1871 ships 
propelled by steam were removed from the payment of compulsory 
pilotage in the South, leaving the whole burden of maintaining 
this system upon the sailing vessels and vessels in foreign 
trade; and if there is any one class of business that needs pro
tection, if there is any one class of business that needs encour
agement by this Congress and by the country, it is the sailing 
\essels of the country. Nearly every maritime nation in the 
world protects and encourages and develops sailing vessels in 
their various nations. It is by means of these sailing vessels 
that real sailors are made. They are the nursery for the 
sailors of the Navy; they are the nursery for the real protec
tion of our country and our coasts, and it is a matter and should 
be a matter of broad national policy to encourage the building, 
encourage the maintenance, encourage .the operation of sailing 
vessels. Now, the present system is the worst kind of discour
agement, the worst kind of discrimination against sailing ves
sels. It discriminates against them by placing a burden on 
them and not on their competitors; it takes away a large por
tion of their earnings to support a worthy class which should 
be borne by the whole shipping interest or not borne by nny 
class. For tbdt reason, as a Member from the interior, as one 
who is only interested in the broad national aspect of this 
question, I am in favor of giving sailing vessels an equal chance 
with steamships on our southern coasts. It is objected strongly 
on this floor that this compulsory pilotage system should be 
continued as a matter of safety. · 

In the. State from which I came originally they have as rocky 
coasts, as forbidding harbors, as bard conditions of navigation 
as in any part of the world, and yet they do not ba ve ·com
pulsory pilotage there and do not need it. They have but lit

·tle foreign commerce with which to maintain any kind of a 
pilotage system and do not need -it. The .conditions in th~ 
South are easier than they are on the Atlantic coast, and yet 
t~1e system of doing business there is the worst sort of discour
agement to those interests of navigation which ought to be fos
tered by this Congress and by the country. For these reasons, 
us a Member from the interior, I am strongly in favor of the 
passage of this bill. 

1\Ir. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 
1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, bow much time did .the 

gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STEVENS] have left? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Five minutes. 
1\fr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield ten minutes to the gen

tleman from South Carolina [Mr. LEGARE]. 
Mr. LEGARE. 1\Ir. Spe2.ker ancl gentlemen of the House, I 

am very glad that after struggling for a number of years over 
this matter it bas at last been brought into the House, where we 
can settle it definitely, squarely, and for all time. In discussing 
it, it is necessary for me to first call your attention to the fact 
that it is absolutely nonpolitical and · nonpartisan. No branch 
of the National Government is asking for this legislation, no 
body or set of men in any part of the country are coming before 
you and asking :(or this legislation, but to the contrary, so far 
as I can ascertain-and believe me, gentlemen, I have followed 
very · carefully this question for the past four years-so far as 
I can ascertain this bill originated with one particular indi-

. vidual or firm of shipowners of which be is a member, one woo 
has followed it closely year in and year out; and one whom I 
beard say in the presence of the members of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries that he was the controlling 
owner of m.ore than 100 sailing vessels-a 1\Ir. Pendleton. In 
other words, gentlemen, you are called upon to settle a question 
not asked for by the Administration or by any part of the 
Administration, or by any one single ·set of men or individuals, 
but rather a movement ·which bas been instigated, fought for, 
and lobbied for by a single firm of shipowners. 

You must first understand the nature of this business and the 
reasons why those of us who stand here to-day representing 
southern ports are asking you to kill this bill. You have been 
led to believe that a pilot is practically a nabob who sits in his 
office and draws an enormous salary without doing service for it. 

Gentlemen, I want to tell you that that is absolutely unh·ue. 
I am speaking now for the port of Charleston, there where 
we have in the neighborhood of twenty pilots, there where every 
commercial organization and body of business men have signed 
a petition asking that this bill be killed; and I am telling you 
not what I heard some one say before the committee, not quot
ing evidence delivered there, but I am telling you what I know 
to be absolutely true, because I took the trouble to go upon the 
high seas with these men and · to stay with them in their pilot 
boats-morning, noon, and night, in clear weather and in foul
to study this question and to know whether those people in · 
whose behalf I am speaking here to-day were doing right or 
wrong, and whether they were violating tlie law or whether 
they were applying it honestly and conscientiously. · 

In order to explain the service which they render, let me say 
to you that they have a sailboat, a two-masted schooner, and 
that vessel is required to stay at sea and look out for incoming 
vessels morning, noon, and night, and that they are always on 
watch-always on guard. Not only that, but they make sound
ings of our channel every day, week in and week out. Each 
day they drop their lead lines and make new soundings, and 
thus keep thoroughly posted as to the shifting of those sand
bar channels in order that they may be able to safely deliver a 
vessel into port. I have been with them at sea when the wind 
was blowing a gale: I have seen a vessel coming in, when they 
would take a pilot and place him in a little skiff, and taking 
the skiff at both ends, pitch it absolutely into the sea in order 
that he may get aboard of the incoming vessel, take hold of the 
wheel, and carry her safely into port. At no time is that harbor 
left unprotected. 

Now, it m~y be true that the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
LITTLEFIELD] needs no pilot. It may be true that in the north
ern part of this country they need no pilot. Why? Simply 
because they have a magnificent harbor, a rock-bottom challllel, 
a channel which never shifts and which is the same to-morrow, 
next day, and next year. With us, gentlemen, it is different. 
My friend the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] spoke of 
the enormous amount of money spent for improvements by the 
United States Government in order to deepen, to widen, and to 
expand these channels. That is all true, and it is all the more 
necessary, therefore, I say to you, that we should guard what 
the Government has done. The time is not yet ripe when we 
can abandon those channels. 

It is necessary at this time, until these channels have been 
further widened and completed, and not until completed can we 
say to any and every vessel, " Come into the harbor and you do 
not need a pilot; " but at the present time if a vessel grounds in 
my harbor and goes down there, and the sand piles up higher 
and higher, that harbor is forever blocked and barreil. They 
have an instance down there now, where in cutting a channel 
they struck in their dredging an old schooner that had sunk 
there many years ago. They blew it up without any effect. 
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They did everything in their power to get that schooner out of 
the- channel and make a clear channel there, but failed, and 
she lies there to-day, and they were finally compelled to change 
the course of the channel. They were compelled to go around 
the schooner in order to make that channel. 

Now, -then, gentlemen, I say you run a danger if you remove 
this pilot system, if you abolish the pilots, if you take them 
away from our ports by the passage of this law. If, in time, a 
v~ssel shall go down there the hundreds of thousands of dollars 
that have been spent by the United States Government will 
have been wasted. 

Much stress has been laid on the fact that there has been dis
crimination between American and foreign vessels by the 
pilots. I want to say to you gentlemen that that was an indi
vidual case. I want further to say that if I knew there was 
discrimination by the pilots of this country between foreign 
vessels and ve els carrying the United States flag I would 
vote for this bill, although I knew it would desh·oy commerce
in my community. But this is an individual case solely and 
simply. There is a wrong done there. There is crime com
.lllitted in every association, in every profession, in every body 
and class of men. Lawyers often commit wrong and violate 
the law. Even in law-making bodies we find men -who violate 
the law. But they have ferreted out one or two instances of 
wrongdoing on the part of the pilots, that which the pilots 
themselves, or a large majority of the pilots, are opposed to, 
and they astutely come into this House and say that this great 
wrong has been committed, hold it up to you to arouse your 
pah·iotism, yo·ur prejudice, and your entbusiam by telling you 
that they are discriminating in favor of foreign vessels. Gen
tlemen, as a matter of fact that is absolutely untrue, except 
in this individual case, which was ferreted out and corrected. 

I understand that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
1\IINOR] has spoken in favor of this bill and enthusiastically 
urged its passage. I want to say to you, gentlemen, that this 
fight bas been going on for years, and up to the last session of 
Congress the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MINoR] was one 
of the strongest opponents of this bill. I want to read the 
report made in 1900 by the gentleman ·from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MINOR]. I want to quote some language that. be then used to 
you. In fact, I can use no stronger language, I can use no bet
ter language, I can use no stronger logic and reasoning to you 
as to why_ this bill should not pass than the very language of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, who was opposed to this bill up 
to one year ugo. In making his report he said : 

Under the fostering care of the several States by virtue of the 
reco&"nition by Congress of the pilotage laws thereof, a system of pilot
age nas grown up that is almost perfect. The pilot laws of the sev
eral States will be found in the report of the Commissioner · of Navi
gation for 1885 (Treasury Department Document No. 756), and a most 
cursory examination of these laws will demonstrate that all that 
human Ingenuity can devise bas been devised to render the pilots what 
they should be, viz, competent, capable, painstaking, careful men, 
thoroughly acquainted with their respective bars and harbors, able to 
navigate, without danger or risk to the lives and ~roperty intrusted to 
their care, all vessels seeking to enter or leave the1r respective ports. 

This fell from the pen of the gentleman who addressed you 
ln favor of this bill this morning. He went on to say: 

The charts issued by the Coast and Geodetic Survey, while proba
bly correct at time of issue and publication, become uncertain and . 
nru·eliable-

And, gentlemen, that is true. It was true then when the 
gentleman from Wisconsin wrote it, and it is true to-day-

The charts issued by the Coast and Geodetic Survey, while probably 
correct at time of issue and publication, become uncertain and um·eli
able in those sections of our common country where the bars and 
channels are of sand, wWch is constantly s-hifting and changing by 
reason of the force of tides and wind. 

He says that-
A sand bar is · constantly changing, and the only protection to lives 

and property in nuvigati.ng thereover is the accurate knowledge of the 
condition tbe1·eof, acquired by constant soundings and observations, 
which are by the several State pilotage laws required to be made by 
the ·pilots. 

He also says : 
Under the pilotage system as it now exists the pilots constitute the 

coast guard necessary to commerce, and in addition thereto they always 
cooperate ·with the quarantine authorities in maintaining efficient quar
antines, to the great benefft of the public health. This cooperation and 
the value thereof have at all times been recognized by the Marine
Hospital Service. 

He goes on to say
This bill-
And mark you, gentlemen, what he said then is true to-day. 

It is the same bill, almost in the same words, and he tells you 
that-

This bill proposes to destroy this system and to take the control of 
this important service from the bands of those most interested in its 
efficiency, by whom it has been brought to its present satisfactory con
dition-

Listen, gentlemen, to what the gentleman from Wisconsin 
said then-
and to confide it to those who, whatever ability they may have in 
other respects, can not be said to have bad any experience whatever 
with the duties and requirements of this important service. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentlemal?- allow 
me a moment? 
. l'rlr. LEGARE. Certainly. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Will the gentleman be kind enough to 
give the date of that report? 

l\fr. LEGARE. 1900. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MINOR] signed a similar report in 1896. This is the language 
that he used in 1900. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Did the gentleman hear the statement 
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MINoR] giving the 
reasons why be had changed his views in connection with that 
~m? . 

Mr. LEGARE. 'Vell, I suppose the gentleman bad to give 
some reason. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I beg the gentleman's pardon. I simply 
asked if be bad beard the statement of the gentleman. from · 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. LEGARE. I did not listen vecy particularly. 
Mr . . LITTLEFIELD. Well, that is all, if the gentleman diu 

not listen. 
Mr. LEGARE. I suppose the gentleman from Wisconsin had 

to give some reason, out it doeS' seem to me that it would take a 
very strong reason--

Mr. BARTLETT. Better reasons than be gave. 
Mr. LEGARE. It will take a very strong reason to change, in 

this short time, from that report and to advocate exactly the 
opposite position. Not only that, Mr. Speaker ·and gentlemen of 
the Honse, but I believe that, no matter what 1·easons be gave 
here to-day, the reasons that be gave in the report from which 
I have quoted are sh·onger and better than the reasons given 
here to-day. [Applause on the Democratic side.] He goes on 
to say: 

Is it not safer to continue this important matter in the bands of 
those who have successfully built up the system which is conceded to 
yield the best possible results, a system_ which has been evolved in the 
past one hundred years until to-day it is almost perfection? 

"Perfection," gentlemen! . 
Local pride in a matter of such great importance is a powerful fac

tor. Every seaport desires to be known not only as a safe port. but as 
having a safe entrance, competent pilots, and low port charges. This 
reputation is essential to the prosperity of each port, and the history 
of the operation of the pilot laws of the several States demonstrates 
that in the ·hands of the local authorities the best results have been 
and are obtained. 

N:ow, then, we are not asking much of you to-day, gentlemen 
on the other side of this House. We of the South have bad 
almost ba.lf a century of bard times and struggle in our effort 
to forge to the front once more. We have gradually built up 
and prospered. To-day we are in such shape that we are taking 
care of our commerce to our satisfaction, to your satisfaction, to 
the satisfaction of this entire Union. I stand here backed by 
every business man of any consequence and every commercial 
body in my town and in my district, and I say to you that we 
do not want this bill to pass. I say to you that down there in 
the State of South Carolina we know best what we need. Be
lieve me, we are not going to turn ships away from our ports. 
Believe me, we want them there. We are struggling to bring 
them there. We know better than you know what we need 
down there. [Applause.] 

[The time of Mr. LEGARE having expired, Mr. SIIERLEY yielded 
to him five minutes.] · 

Mr. LEGARE. We know better than you know what we n{'e(} 
down there. We are studying these rna tters and are in touch · 
with them from day to day. 

Our legislature passed upon this particular matter. We are 
yearly framing laws to govern this matter, and from time to 
time we have made pilotage lighter through our laws. In time, 
gentlemen of the House, we will take away the pilotage, but let 
us be the judges. Do not come down there and try to crush any 
enterprise that we are trying to build up. That is all we are 
asking of you. 

I want to say that, as ·a matter of fact, I can better give an 
exact summary of the reasons why this bill should not pass by 
using the language of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MINOR] who this morning so ably advocated the opposite side 
'of the question, but who a short while back, when with us in 
this matter, said in his report that the bill should not become a 
law because-

First. The measure is opposed to the settled judgment of Congress 
as exbiblled by our legislative history from August 9, 1789, to the pres
ent time. 

Second. We believe that this bill, if passed, would tend to endanger 
life and property by the abrogation of the wise provisions of the laws 
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of the several States governing the duties, obligations, and liabilities 
of pilots appointed under the law. 

Third. 'l'he proposed legislation would entirely overcome the pilot
age system in the nited States, and would leave many ports without 
pilots. 

Fourth . .All of the shipowners and marine underwriters who have 
expres ed themselves to the committee are opposed to the measure, 
an!l their views are entitled to great weight . 

.li'ifth. The Steamboat-Inspection Service is now overburdened, and, 
as an entirety, is without knowledge as to the requirements in regard 
to bar pilots at the several ports. 

Sixth. The system of pilota~e is best controlled and governed by 
those residing in the commumty contiguous to the place where the 
piloting is to be done, and it can not intelligently be governed, con
trolled, an<l regulated from a distance. 

Seventh. No reason whatever is assigned for the overturning of the 
present system, which has proved, and is now proving, itself entirely 
satisfactory to all interested in ships and shipping. 
· Now, gentlemen of this House, I want to say to you that I 

am standing here and asking you. to allow us to settle this ques
tion down there in the South for ourselves. Believe me that 
we will not turn any enterprise from our doors. To the con
trary, we are reaching out all the time, trying to build up our 
commerce, both foreign and native. I say, further, that when
ever yon hear of these great charges made by tile pilots' asso
ciation, whenever you hear about how they are fleecing the poor 
shipowner, I want to say that that is in each instance a violatiou 
of a State law, a crime, an offense in violation of the law of .the 
St<lte in which it is done; that all these things are regulated by 
the laws of our State and of other States. You bear of enor· 
mous charges. Why, if' a vessel owner stands idly by and per
mits a single indiYidual pilot, or a bunch of pilots, in any part 
of the country, to violate the laws of his State and rob him of 
that to which they are not entitled, be deserTes to be robbed, 
for he has his redress in the courts of the land. You migbt as 
well tell me, because some Member of Congress went out here 
and committed a crime, that we should desh·oy this great 
.American system of government; that we should do away witll 
the Congress of the United States and the Senate because some 
one member commits a crime in some part of tile country. 

Gentlemen, do not listen to or be carried away by the state
ment that in an individual case some pilot, or some one or two 
or more pilots in some sections of the country, violated the law' 
of his State and of the country and made an overcharge or dis
criminated against American vessels. Believe me when I tell 
you, in conclusion, that I myself, as opposed as I am to this bill, 
would be the first man in this Ho-use to vote in its favor if I 
thought foi' a single instant that these pilots were as a mass 
or a whole discriminating against American vessels carrying 
the Stars and Sh·ipes. [Applause.] 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle
man from Ohio [:Mr. GROSVE OR]. 

1\fr. GROSVENOR. 1\Ir. Speaker, I want to read a statement 
made by a company of Charleston, S. C., which manufactures 
and ships from 120,000,000 to 130,000,000 feet of lumber annu
ally and operates systems of vessels, barges, and tugboats on a 
large scale: 

ATLA-NTIC COAST LUMBERA CORPORATION, 
Georgetown, S. v., January 10, 1906: 

Hon. CIIABLES H. GROSVENOR, . 
Chai1·man Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: We wired you to-day as follows: . 
"As manufacturers, shippers, and owners of vessels and steamers we 

desire to state that we favor the passage of the Littlefield bill abolish
. ishing the compulsory pilotage bill, as . same works a hardship, injures 

business, and is unnecessary," 
and now beg to confirm same. 

We not only manufacture and ship from 120,000,000 to 130,000,000 
feet of lumber annually, but also operate steamers, vessels, barges, and 
tugboats on a large scale. To our minds the compulsory pilotage sys
tem entails an unnecessary expense each year which we h:l,._ve to pay 
on account of the toll levied upon the vessels, barges, and steamers, 
whether they use the pilotage or not. This system is a relic of the old 
days and has lost its usefulness, having originated when we had no 
improved harbors or coast surveys or modern light-houses. Its necessity 
for existence having now ceased, its usefulness also, it has decidedly 
become a menace rathet' than a benefit. In canvassing our local ship
pet·s we find that they, with the marine insurance companies, favor 
the · Littlefield bill enthusiastically. W.e sincerely trust that this bill 
may be favorably reported by yom· committee and passed by the Con
gress. 

Yours, very truly, 
ATLANTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION, 

By RAYMOND S. FARR, General Manager. 

BRADLEY, S. C., January 11, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, Washington, D. C.: 

I indorse the opinion that compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is 
unnecessary and greatly cripples business. We earnestly desire passage 
of Littlefield bill to abolish same. 

F. P. RUSH. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
CHARLESTON, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

ChairtJWI~ Merchant Madne Committee, Wash-ington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels means 20 cents per thousand 

feet loss to us, against Georgia shippers. We want Littlefield bill 
passed. 

AKDERSON LUMBER COMPANY. 

LUMBER, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and inju

rious to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolish
ing same. 

THE WILLIAMS & McKEITHA-N LUMBER CollPA.'iY. 

GEORGETOWN, S. C., Janttat·y 11, 1906. 
Hon. C~LES H. GnosVENOR, 

Chait·man Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
We ship 15,000,000 feet lumber by water annually, and strongly 

urge passage Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage. 
GARDNER & LACEY LUMBER COMPA..,Y. 

Hon. CHARLES H . GROSVENOR, 
COLUUBIA, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Ma1·ine CommUtee, Washington, D. a.: 
We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage on coasting vessels. · · 
LEAPHABT LUUBER COMPA...'\'Y. 

CHARLESTO.N_, S. C., Janum·y 10, 1[)06. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVEXOR, 

Chair·man Me1·chant Marine Committee, Washington, D. a.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels very damaging . to business. 

Would urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
LEAPHEART LUMBER CO~IP.t\XY. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GnosvEXOll., 
ALCOLU, S. C., Janu-at'Y 9, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Ma1·ine CommHtee, Washington, D. C.: 
We strongly recommend passage of Littlefield bill abolishing com

pulsory pilotage on coasting vessels. It is needless expense and no 
longer necessary. 

D. W. ALDERMA."( & Soxs Co. 

GREENWOOD, S. C., January 9, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GRosv.,;NoR, 

Chair·mau Merchant .a,;~arine Committee, Washiugton, D. C.: 
We believe compulsory rilotage on coasting vessels will be injurious 

to business. We favor passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
W. J. SNEAD LUMBER CO.liiPAXY, 

Hon. CHARLES II. GROSVENOR 
ELLIOTT, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels unnecessary and injurious to 

business. We strongly urge passage Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
ELLIOTT LU~IBEJL Co~rr,tXY. 

SUMTER, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROS\EXOll, 

Chainnan Mm·chant Marine Committee, lVashington, D. C.: 
We beg favorable consideration of Littlefield bill abolishing com

pulsory pilotage on coasting vessels as of utmost importance. 
. ·ROCKY BLUFF LCMBER COMP.AXY. 

CHARLESTON, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVEXOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels unnecessary ; injurious to busi

ness ; urge passage of Littlefield bill. 
A. J. BARTON. 

DARLINGTON, S. C., Janttary 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

TVashingtor~, D. C.: 
Compulsory pifotage on coasting vessels 

to our business. I strongly urge passage 
unnecessary and injurious 
of Littlefield bill abolish-

ing same. 
S. H. WiLDS, Lmnbe1·man. 

Hon. CHAs. H. GRosn:xon, 
SUMTER, S. C., Janum-y 10, 1906. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C' ' 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is both injurious and un

necesary to business. We therefore sh·ongly urge passage of Little
field bill abolishing same. 

Ilon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
lVa.shington, D. C.: 

SUMTER LU.l\IBER CO:IlPANY. 

SELLERS, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 
pilotage on coast vessels, which is an unnecessary tax on this trade. 

Ilon. CH.A.S. H. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

TILGHMAN LUi\IBER COUP.t\.NY. 

S..U.Ell, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

We understand Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage on 
coasting vessels will be before your committee to-morrow. Compulsory 
pilotage is not only unnecessary, but is a menace rather than a benefit 
to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill. 

THE WILSON LUMBER COliPL..,Y. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, . 
EFFI -GHAU, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
We are strongly in favor of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage on coasting vessels. Is detrimental to business. 
DAROL.'i LUUBEB COllPA!n:. 
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Hon. CHARLES .H. GROSVENOR, 
DrLLO~, S. C., January 10; 19()1J. 

Chai1·man Me·rchant Mar·ine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
CompuLsory pilotage on coasting vessels unnecessary and injurious to 

"'business. We approve Littlefield bill abolishing same. . 
BETHEA LU:UBER COMPA~Y. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
DAVIS STATIO~, S. C., Jaflttat•y 10, 1906. 

Chairma1~ Met·cha.nt Mari1~e Committee, Washington, D .· c.: 
We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilo_tage on coasting vessels, as it is unnecessary and injurious to 
bus mess. 

C. M. DAVIS LUMBER CO.UPANY. 

Hon. CHARLES II. GROSVENOR, 
CHERAW, S. C., Januat·y 9, ~906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: We notice that the Littlefield bill for abolishing com

pulsory pilotage on coasting vessels will come up for discussion before 
your committee this week. We want to m·ge the passage of this bill. 

We are sure that the present laws on the subject were made to suit 
conditions that do not exist to-day, and are now, under the chanaed 
conditions, working injury and hardship to business, particularly the 

' lumber business. 
Yours, very truly, WM. GoDFREY & co. 

MANDEVILLE, S. C., Janua1·y 11, 1906. 
Hon. CH.A.s. H. GRosvENOR, 

WashitJ,gf.on, D. C. : 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is injurious to business and 

we think vel'y unnecessary. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield 
bill abolishing same. 

ACME LUMBER Co. 

GEORGETOWN, S. C., February 11, 1905. 
Messrs. WINYAII LUMBER COMPANY, 

Geot·getotcn, S. C. 
. DEAR Srns :. A<> compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels trading to 
southern points is now being fought in Congress, I would like to give 
my experience of thirteen years out and in of Georgetown, S. C. It 
is not once out of six months that I get a bar pilot outside of the bar 
buoy. They have no boat suitable to cruise outside, and it is only in 
very .moderate weather or when they: go out in a tug that they are seen 
outside of the jetties. The work is done mostly by the towboats that 
have experienced captains, and the pilot takes a free ride to to~, and 
any sailor that can steer a course can steer to follow a tug. The 
pilots claim that on schooners going to sea loaded they are needed on 
board the vessels to see that they are kept in the proper channel, and 
yet I have seen vessels grounded when they would put the blame all on 
the captain of the tug and not know themselves when the vessel was 
in deepest water. To prove the presence of a pilot is not necessary 
on a vessel-hundreds of vessels are towed up and down the Black 
Pee Dee, and Waccamaw rivers, both light and loaded, both day and 
night, in shallow water and nan·ower channels than in the bay with 

. only their vessel crews on board, and not one vessel in fifty ever had 
any trouble in any way. The service of a pilot is not necessary to 
any vessel making this port with a good chart, and as there is a tele· 
phone system from the light-house to the city a tug can always be 
had, if not at the bar, in a very short time. 

'l'he expenses of towing are quite heavy, and with the additional 
expense of pilots makes port chat·ges very high. The _pr~ent rate of 
pilotage is the same as i.t has been for many years, and lumber freights 
were nearly double what they are to-day when the rates were made. 
And to-day we pay from "10 to $12 _per man more for sailors, the 
same for mates and stewards, 25 to 30 per cent more for provisions, 
and the rates for stevedoring increasing almost every year. Yessel 
expenses are also higher, and yet we have less freights to meet their 
expenses. With the present business of about 12,000,000 feet of lum· 
ber per month shipped from here, anyone can readily see that it takes 
many vessels to carry it, and the plain facts are that we are support
ing a class of pilots in comparative luxury for "no services at all. 
Again, some ports have pilot licenses for one year. Why should we 
walk up to their offices and pay them from $25 to $200 for the priv
ilege of handling our own vessels, when there are no better pilots 
than the cap~ins who are going in and out every month for years? 
I think the pilotage system in this port the worst system in the South, 
and we are surely paying a bill , for little or no services rendered. 
This seems to be the experience of about all the vessels coming in here, 
and I hope they will express their opinion on it. - · 

. A. J. SLOCUM, 
Schooner Oity of Georgetmvn. 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
SUMTER, S. C., January 11!, 1906. 

ChaiNital~ Merchant Marine Oommittec, Washington, D. c.: 
-Kindly put forth your best efforts to urge passage Littlefield bill 

abolishing compulsory pilotage. It is unnecessary and detrimental to 
our business. 

H. G. MCLAURIN, Jr. 

Hon. CH.A.s. H. GROSVENOR, 
GEORGETOWN, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Detr:ey, Washington, D. C. : 
As manufacturers, shippers, and owners of vessels and steamers, 

we desire to state that we favor the passage of the Littlefield bill 
abolishing the compulsory pilotage system, as same works a hardship, 
injures business, and is unnecessary. 

ATLANTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION. 

Hon. CHAS. H. GRosvENOR, 
ST: GEORGE, S. C., January -11, 1906. 

Washington, D. C.: 
· It is to the general interest, lumber industry especially, that the 
Littlefield pilotage bill be passed, and we respectfully urge your sup-
port of same. · · 

· · · · DORCHESTER LUMBE.R COMPANY. · 

Hon. CHAS. II. GROSVENOR, 
1Vashi1tgton, D. 0 .: 

SUMTER, S. C., Janu-ary 10, 1906. 

We urge passage Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage on 
coasting vessels. Present system injures business greatly. 

c. M. BETTS & co. 

TIMMONSVILLE, S. C., Janttary 10, 1900. 
Hon. CHAS. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
CompulSory pilota.ge on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious 

to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill about abol-
ishing it. · 

TIMMONSVILLE LUMBER COMPANY . . 

WALHALLA, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CH.A.S. H. GROSVENOR, M . C., 

Washington: 
The passage of Littlefield bill to prevent compulsory pllotage and 

posting vessels will locally benefit business of this section. 
· BROWN LUMDER COMP.A.~Y. 

lion. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
SUMTER, S. C., January 9, 190G. 

Chairma-n Merchant Ma1··ine CommUtee, Washington, D. C.: 
Think compulsory pllotage on vessels unnecessary rurd hurtful to 

business. Sincerely hope passage of Littlefield bill will be effected. 
JNO. H. SIZF.R LUMBER COl\fPANY. 

Hon. CHAS. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

l'l!ANNL'\G, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

We are opposed to compulsory pi1otage on coasting vessels, and will 
be glad to see the Littlefield bill passed abolishing same. 

THOUAS & BRADH.A.U. 

GREELEYVILLE, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. ll. GROSVEXOR, 

Washingtmb, D. C.: 
We consider compulsory pilotage of coasting vessels unnecessary and 

injurious to business, and strongly urge the passage of Littlefield bill 
abolishing same. 

MALLARD LUMBER CO:UPANY. 

HARTSVILLE, S. C., January 13, 1906. 
Hon. CH.A.s. H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. 0 .: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injud

ous to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill. 
LEE & TILLOTSON. 

SUMTER, S. C., January 13, 1906. 
Hon. C. H. GROSVE::-<Oll., 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 
Compulsory pilotage unnecessary on coasting vessels. Do all possi

ble to pass Littlefieln bill abolishing same . . 
Pm~SYLVANIA Lur.rnER Co. 

WIS.A.CKY, S. C., Janum·y 11, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, • 

Chairman Merchant Mat"ine Committee, Washington, D. C. 
Urge passage of Littlefield · bill abolishing compulsory pilotage on 

coasting vessels. I deem bill wise and helpful to business. 
ROBT. I\1 . . COOPER. 

Hon. CH.A.S. H. GROSVENOR, 
. ALCOLU, !?· C., JanuanJ 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 
DEAR Srn: We have wired you as follows: · . 
" We strongly recommend passage of Littlefield bill abolishing com

pulsory pilotage on coasting vessels. It is needless expense and no 
lonj?:er necessary." 

The present compulsory pilotage system seems to be d-.,ing neither 
manufacturer, shipper, shipowner, or the consumer any good, but all 
of whom seem to be paying their pro rata share of this unnecessary 
expense in the high freight rates, which could be reduced if this toll 
were removed. 

Under the present improved conqitions of our harbor it would seem 
that there is no longer any necessity for this expense, and we sincerely 
hope that it will be abolished. 

Yours, very truly, 

CH.A.S. H. GROSVENOR, 

D. W. ALDERMAN & So. s Co., 
By R. J. ALDERMA-N, Treasurer. 

:RICHMOND, VA., Januat•y 10, 1906. 

Chairman Contmi.ttee on Merclzant Marine and Fi-she1"ies, 
House of Rep1·esentatives, Washingto1~, D. 0.: 

The Richmond Chamber of Commerce is absolutely opposed to the ex
isting _pilot 1aws of Virginia, and has endeavored frequently, but in vain, 
to have them suitably amended to present conditions. Failing in' that 
effort, it has favored Federal control of the question of pilotage, recog
nizing that it is a matter properly within the jurisdiction of the Gen
eral Government, and that the States exercising the function of control 
in most instances have regulated it in the interests of monopoly and to 
the serious detriment of the commerce of the country, both foreign and 
coastwise. 

. R. A. DUNLOP, . 
, Secretary the Riohmond Chamber of Cotnmen:c. 

Mr. LEGARE. Will the gentleman yield for a statement? 
The SPEAKER pro · tempore. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, .I would suggest to the gentleman 

from South Carolina t hat be make it in his own time. 
Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman five 

minutes, or so much time thereof as he may require. 
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Mr. LEGARE. Mr. Speaker, in answer to tpe statement made 

and the letters read by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRos
VE oR] I want . to say I investigated those letters. I re
ceived several such letters myself. They are signed by lumber 
people her-e and there about South Carolina, and those lumber 
people ship their lumber in vessels owned by this very gentle
man, Mr. Pendleton, who has been agitating and lobbying this 
matter through for several years; they ship their lumber in his 
vessels. I investigated some of the letters particularly. The 
gentleman read one from Davis Station. I wrote to a gentle
man in Davis Station and asked him why he had written me the 
letter-he, too, is a lumberman-and I told him my reason why 
. J was opposed to this bill. He wrote me back that be bad never 
signed such a letter; that it was a forgery. I have his reply. 
I suppose that all of them were sent out in the same way, Drig
inating with. this sbipowning company, sent to the same people, 
and we all know that the vast majority of people will sign al
most any ' letter and send it to their Congressman. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Does the gentleman from South Carolina 
say that these telegrams that I have just read are all forgeries? 

Mr. LEGARE. Ob, no; not by. any means. The vast ma
jority have been signed and sent to me and to him. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. One of them, the gentleman says, wrote 
that h<:' never signed such a letter. Well, be did not send any 
letter at all. He sent a telegram. 

Mr. LEGARE. I got a letter from him myself, and he wrote 
me that he ·bad never signed that letter; that somebody else 
signed his name, and that it was a forgery. Who inspired the 
telegram? Why was there such a hurry? · 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I will state that I feel sorry to find that 
in the State of South Carolina there are such a set of rascals 
as that. 

Mr. LEGARE. Oh, well, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GROSVENOR] published a paper last year telling about a lo~ of 
rascals in another State in this Union-his own. [Applause 
and laughter.] . 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MINOR]. 

Mr. MINOR. l\fr. Speaker, I desire to say to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. Lr:GARE], who has just been address
-ing the House, that if he was present when I opened the few 
remarks I submitted on this question this morning be knows 
as well as other Members of this House that I frankly stated 
that I took the other side of this question in the beginning. I 
took the other side of this question in 189G, in 1898, and in 1900. 
I did not change my mind, nor think of changing my mind, until 
the gentleman's Dwn constituents changed their minds and said 
that this system was not any longer necessary. I did not change 
my mind until the War Department, the Navy Department, and 
the insurance companies reversed their positions, for the reason 
that the harbors of the South are pronounced to be as good as 
the harbors of the North, and that we need no pilot system of 
this kind there, and it is not believed that we need any snell 

- system in the South Atlantic ' States. That is the universal 
judgment submitted to this House by letters and telegrams fro:p:t 
manufacturing interests in the gentleman's own State and city. 

l\fr. LEGARE. W1ll the gentleman yield for a moment? 
Mr. MINOR. No; I have only three minutes. I want to say 

further to the gentleman that outside of this Chamber there is 
not a southern l\fember of this House who will · not advertise 
to the whole United States that theJZ have the best harbors, or 
equally as good harbors, as any in the Northern States. If 
that be true, why is it that the Northern States do not inaugu
rate this system; and if it is not true, then what are you talk
ing about? l\fr. Speaker, finally I want to say to the gentleman 
that I did sign that report and that it is the strongest presen
tation of his side that bas been submitted to-day; and what he 
bas read from my report is the valuable part of his speech. I 
was right in my position then, and I am right in my position 
to-day, notwithstanding the fact that the gentleman attempts to 
tear that report to pieces, but uses it to justify his positioB 
now by my position taken eleven years ago. I am just as earn
est in my conviction now as I was when that report was drafted 
·and I signed it. I saved the pilotS on this ·floor in 1896, and the 
pilots themselves know it, and I believe I was right in doing it; 
and I am just as earnest for the passage of this law· now when 
the necessity no longer exists for the continuance of this graft 
system as I was when I signed that report. Wise men with 
sufficient reasons will change their minds, and there is another 
class of men who never change them. [Applause.] 

1\Ir. LEGARE. Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that I accept 
the gentleman's apology; that is all. 

Mr. MINOR. l\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to add 
a statement prepared at the Department of Commerce and 
~abor by the CDmmissioner of Navigation, showing tb.e increase 

of entrances and clearances of vessels engaged in the foreign 
trade to and from the southern ports where· this unjust system 
prevails. Let it be understood that under existing law vessels, 
both steam and sail, must pay a pilpt when entering p Jrts of 
the United States, if they are engaged in the foreign h·ade. We 
are making no objections to this, but we do strenuously object 
to the levying of this tribute on the American sailing fleet. 

Combined entries and cleara_nces {n tlle foreign trade. 

1874. 1884. 

Port. No. of Net ton- No. of Net ton-
vessels. nage. vessels. nage . 

Norfolk and Newport News....... ... 115 G9,345 146 131,572 
Savannah .. ..... . .................. .. 536 294, 72~ 547 326,739 
Charleston, S. C.~- .. : ................ 290 113,54.0 505 246,652 
Pensacola ................ _ ......... _ . 52.5 353, 362 898 571, 784 
Mobile ............................... 194 102,788 407 233,316 
New Orleans ................... , . . . . . 1, 503 1, 089, 732 1, 571 1, 368, 091 
G::tlveston ................. _.. ........ .......... ...... . ..... 402 2V9,035 
Brunswick, Ga ... ... ~...... . ......... 304 151,898 479 235,341 

,----1-----
TotaL ....... :: .. ...... ~ -. . .. ... 3, 467 2, 1:5, 3~ I 4, 961 3, 372, 530 

Port. No. of 
vessels. 

1894. 

Net ton
nage. 

No. of 
vessels. 

1904. 

Net ton
nage. 

Norfolk and Newport News. . .. .. .... 437 627,701 530 1,061, 788 
Savannah. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 648 552, 176 311 4.92, 088 
CharleFton, S.C. ..... ............ . ... 236 · 198,427 74 94,053 
Pensacola·.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 871 793, 058 772 1, 130, 385 
Mobile.................... .. ....... .. 842 407, 368 1, 515 · 1, 182,852 
New Orleans . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . .. . .. . . . 1, 806 2, 063, 789 1, 903 3, 064, 909 
Galveston .. ... ....................... 4.08 527,592 821 1,786,73:3 
Brunswick, Ga...................... . 376 290,379 266 254, 107 

Total ...................... : . ... --5-, -62-4-~:-5-, 4.-6-0,-4-90-~: ---6,--1-92-l--9-, 0--6-6,-9-15 

SO~IE OF THE REASONS WHY H. R . 5281, A BILL TO REMOVE DISCRil\HNA· 
TIONS AGAINST AMERICAN SAILING VESSELS TBADING BETWEEN THE 
STATES, SHOULD BECOME A LAW. 

1. It removes a heavy and unnecessary . burden from trade ·between · 
the States. · 

2. It completes the act of 1871, giving to American sail vessels in 
the coasting trade (as said act gave to steamers in that trade) the right 
when in charge of United States pilots, to enter and leave American 
harbors without paying for additional State pilot services neither ren
dered nor required. 

3. It gives the coasting sail vessels the same rights in the harbors 
between Norfolk and Galveston that they already have on the Pacific 
coast, the Great Lukes, the Atlantic coast north of Virginia, and on all 
American rivers. · 

4. It stops an unnecessary and heavy drain of pilot taxes which are 
discouraging the building of medium-sized sail vessels, and thus destroying 
the class of carriers to the disadvantage of shlppers and consumers 
which from their size are essential to the business of these ports. 

.5. It in no way interferes with the general pilot system of the country, 
which applies to all vessels in the foreign trade, but merely provides 
that American sail vessels engaged in trade between the States, when in 
charge of a duly licensed United States pilot, or in tow of a tug, which 
under existing laws must have two such pilots on board, · may enter and 
leave these ports, as they do in other parts of the country, without pay
ing for additiollal State pilots not employed. 

G. It provides that these sail vessels must either have a United States 
pilot in charge or must accept and pay for a State pilot, thus insuring 
all safety to life and property. Every marine insurance company that 
has expressed an opinion on the bill favors it. 

7_. It is an exercise of power specially granted to and previously ex
ercised by Congress and removes a manifestly unjust discrimination 
against American sail vessels in the coasting trade. 

8. Steamers and sail vessels ai·e on a perfect equality as to pilotage 
in the foreign trade. Why should sail be discriminated against in the 
coasting trade hampering traffic between the States? 

9. The totai amount of these unnecessary pilot taxes collected since 
Congress relieved steamboats of this burden is greater than the present 
value of the entire Atlantic sail fleet to-day. · 

10. Ten years ago we bad 35 per cent more sail tonnage in this trade 
along the Atlantic coast than we have now, while during that same pe
riod the same class of shipping on the Pacific coast, where there are 
no compulsory charges, bas increased 100 per cent. · 

11. Steamboat corporations that make through rates on freight with 
Southern railroads have always opposed this bill, because the coasting 
sail vessels, if they were relieved of these heavy pilot charges, which 
often amount to more than the net earnings of a voyage, would compel 
these stea·mers to reduce their present freight rates. 

12. If it be said that State pilots are necessary for these coasting 
sailing vessels, then the abolishment of this compulsot·y feature will not 
affect the income of the pilots, for they will be employed just the same, 
and under this proposed and also existing law they must be paid the 
full regular fees. But if it be said that the abolishment of this com
pulsory feature of the law will impair or destroy their pilot system it 
is a complete admission that these State pilots are not required by these 
coasting sail vessels, because if they were they would be employed, and 
if not needed or employed, why should they be P.aid? · 

13. The pilots themselves state that they wtll relieve the coasting 
sail vessels of these btu·dens as soon as the fees fr·om vessels in the for
eign trade are large enough to satisfy them, a clear recognition of the 
fact that these compulsory pilot charges are levied not for the protec
tion of the vessels so charged, but for the pilots. 

14. In ten southern districts, viz, Norfolk and Newport News, Va. ; 
Charleston, S~ C. ; Savannah, Ga. ; Key West, Fla. ; rensacola, Fla. ; 
Mobile, Ala.; Mississippi, New Orleans, and. Galveston, 'l'ex., the net 
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tonnage of vessels entering and clearing in ' the foreign trade was aa 
follows: 
1874 ------------------------------------------------ 2,195,418 
1884 ------------------------------------------------ 3,363,643 
1894 ------------------------------------------------ 5,700,382 
1904 -------~----------------------------~----------- 9,884,008 

The percentage of increase from 1874 to 1904 in these ten southern 
ports was 350 per cent, while the increase at all other seaports of the 
United States was 115 per cent. The expendituJ:es by the Government 
for improvements of harbors and approaches at the above-named ten 
ports amounts to $39,431,979.59. · 

15. '.rhe entrances and clearances of tonnage engaged in the foreign 
trade alone at those ten ports above named is now much larger than 
was the tonnage of vessels engaged in the foreign trade, together with 
the coastwise sailing vessels..\ there in 1894, is twice as great as was 
that combined tonnage in 1~S84 and ·three times as great as was that 
combined tonnage in 1874-and yet the pilot system existed all right 
during those years. 

16. More than 0 per cent of the ports of the United States have no 
compulsory pilotage in the coastwise trade, and more than 75 per cent 
of these ports have far less foreign business than these Southern ports, 
yet there is no lack of pilots when required. · 

17. If a general system of pilotage were required it is obviously un-. 
just to compel the class of carriers which do not require it to maintain 
it, while their competitors go free; and it is manifest that any unnec
essary charge on t1·ansportation is a burden which aft'~cts producers and 
consumers alike and ought not to exist however much it may be favored 
by men who desire unearned incomes. 

18. In ..-iew of the fact that the Federal Government has appropriated 
and expended such enormous sums to improve these southern harbors, 
making them ample in size, channels sufficient in width, and deep 
enough to float all classes and sizes of Tessels that enter and clear at 
these ports, it is eTident that the necessity no longer exists of compel
ling sailing vessels in the coastwise trade that require the least depth 
of water to lon~er submit to this unreasonable levy of pilot ,fees. If 
this fact is disputed by the opponents of this bill, then it is respect
fully submitted to the Congress that authorizes these princely appro
priations, is it not time to consider the unwisdom of going farther by 
appropriating money that seems to have fallen short of accomplishing 
the object sought? • 

19. All the shippers of the South, all the lumber dealers of the North. 
and great commercial bodies like chambers of commerce of Richmond, 
Va., Wilmington, N. C., New York, and Boston all strongly indorse this 
bill, which is manifestly in the interest of . freer trade between the 
States. 

20. At the hearing before the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee on January 12, 1906, Mr. Andrew Furuseth, the official repre
sentative of the International Seamen's Union and the American !fed
eration of Labor, stated : 

" It is true in our opinion that there is a discrimination against the 
sailing ..-essels. It is also true in our opinion that the passage of this 
bill which is now submitted would not destroy the efficiency of the 
pilotage system in the dil!erent ports where compulsory pilotage is 
necessat·y." · 

1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. 1\Ir. Speaker, I yield ten minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BUUTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I desire only five min
utes. I have not bad the good fortune t-o hear the discussion 
upon this bill nor time to give any considerable attention to 
the report, but I am strongly in favor of the passage of the 
measure. In the first place, it is not fair to have different 
regulations in different States with reference to the provisions 
under which boats engaged in interstate trade may enter. 

The Congre s of the United States makes. appropriation for 
the improvement of harbors, and now in a majority of the 
States there is no compulsory pilotage under State authority. 
If it is a good thing to have such regulations as exist in Vir~ 
ginia and South Carolina it is a good thing in every State of 
the Union; it is a good thing not only on the AtJantic and the 
Gulf, but on the Lakes and on the Pacific. Now, let us see 
what is the logical result of the present system. By day or by 
night, in stormy weather or in fair weather, in channels which 
-are broad and ample, as well as in those which are narrow 
'and tortuous, there is in these States a law that a boat to enter 
the harbor must have a pilot, and must pay him. Why, to re
duce it to one sentence, pilotage must be paid whether the 
service rendered is necessary or not, whether any senice at all 
is rendered. Take the leading port of the S•utb in point of 
tonnage which is Norfolk. I am informed that for years a pilot 
bas not even gone upon a saililig vessel entering that harbor, 
and yet in the last year $60,000 was paid to pilots in that 
harbor-for what? For tribute. What is it except a levy 
upon commerce, an unfair discrimination against sailing ves
sels, an unfair collection under the authority of law by those 
who bold a monopoly in the harbor. Now, I am not going to 
argue here that we should leave in all cases to the owners of 
ve sels the question of having a pilot or not having a pilot 
There may be harbors where that may be required. But that 
could be worked out under national re~lation by those who 
will act impartially for the whole country. The absurdity 
under the pre ent system is the one to which I have called 
attention, tb::tt whether needed or not, in a broad, ample harbor 
or in an inferior one, the same regulation is enforced, and I 
submit that that is entirely unjust and unfair. 

I yield back the balance of my time to the gentleman from 
Maine. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Will the Chair announce what . time re
mains to the respectiv~ sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Maine has 
thirty-eight minutes remaining and the gentleman from Ken-
tucky bas twenty-nine minutes remaining. . 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will yield five minutes, .Mr. Speaker, 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I investigated this subject pretty 
carefully ten years ago. I was of the opinion then, and 
strongly, that this ouh·age upon commerce ought to be aboi-· 
ished, and from what I have gathered from the report of the 
committee--and I have had very little time to examine it
I find that the abuses which existed then have been intensified 
as the years have proceeded. Gentlemen say, Why not leave 
this whole question to the States? That it is a proper matter 
for the States. Why do the States improve the harbors? Do 
tiley open channels and keep them open? Do they provide 
light-houses? Do they provide safe entrances to these har
bors? It would be just as good an argument to say it should 
be left to the States to maintain these harbors as ·to say it 
should be left to the States to require that a pilot should be 
employed whether he is of any service or not. It bas been the 
tileory of this Government from the adox>tion of the Constitu
tion that there should be no taxes imposed upon commerce · 
between the States, as in the case mentioned just now by the 
gentleman from Ohio of the port of Norfolk, where they charge 
$GO,OOO a year-a levy pure and simple-upon commerce com
ing into that port from other ports of the Union. It is simply 
and is nothing else than a tax upon commerce between the 
States. No service is performed, nothing is done. The vessel 
owner pilots his vessel into the harbor, the captain of the 
sailing vessel sails his vessel into the harbor, but still this 
outrageous charge is made. Then discriminations are made in 
tile same port; discrimination is made against the vessels com
ing from another State and in favor of vessels coming from a 
foreign country, from New Brunswick, for instance, as appears 
in evidence before the committee. Shall we permit this thing 
to go on? The Constitution authorized Congress to take charge 
of this matter completely, and in the act of Congress giving it 
to the States we reserved the right to regulate it ourselves. 
Now, as years have gone 'by it clearly appears that we should 
regulate it, that these charges may be uniform, that these regu
lations may .be uniform, that there shall be no discriminations, 
tilat when a port is made so easy of access that there is no 
more difficulty of taking a vessel in than there is of steering a 
carriage up through Pennsylvania avenue there should be no 
tax, no levy U.POn vessels entering such a port. 

It is not a matter simply for the State and the commerce com
ing into the State . . It is an interstate matter. All of the States 
are interested. The port from which tile vessels sail is more 
interested even than the port into which the vessel comes. Why, 
then, should Congress follow simply in the lead of these few 
men who are getting these large fees from year ·to year, often
times for services never rendered? 'Vby not look out for the 
greatest good to all of the people of the United States? Tlui 
time that ba~ passed since I first studied this question has 
o.nly strengthened my conviction that it is the duty of Congress 
to remove these barriers from commerce by passing this bill. 

l\fr. LIT'I.'LEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I re erve tile balance of 
my time. How much have I left now? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maine [:Mr. LITTLE
:nELD] Jtas tilirty-four minutes remaining. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. WHARTON] five minutes. 

Mr. WHARTON. l\1r. Speaker, I come from a district which 
does not bold human life cheap, and I believe that all protection 
and safeguards possible which can be giTen to those wayfarers 
on the high seas, even thou~h it cost a little money, should be 
given, and I believe that the people who are interested in the 
passage or defeat ot this bill are the people who own ships and 
the pilots who are guiding the ships into the harbors of these 
ports. I believe that the man who takes his life in his bands 
~nd is compelled to go out there on the high seas in stormy 
weather at the call of duty, which is always dangerous, to safely 
guide the ships to a haven of safety, is worthy of his hire and is 
entitled to some compensation. This is a matter wbicll is of in
terest peculiarly to the people of one locality, and the people of 
one locality have decreed by their legislatures that it shall be 
managed in this way, and if there is any desii:e for a change on 
the part of those people, it seems to me that it can be done nicely 
in the same legislature that created the laws. Yet they now come 
to this Federal body of lawmakers and ask them to make laws 
governing the entrance of ·ships into these harbors and against 
the expressed will of the interested States. I believe the place to . 
govern this matter is back there in the locality which is most in
terested and who have the power to repeal the law if it is un
popular. And there is only one reason to my mind why I 
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should be turned against my honest convictions concerning this 
bill, and that" is that the agitation against its passage is favored 
by that arch enemy of the principles of veracity, that arch 
demagogue and liar, Samuel Gompers, who willfully and mali
ciously: misstated and falsely misrepresented my attitude and 
vote on the eight-hour proposition in connection with the Pan
ama Canal last session. But I have decided not to let that in
terfere with mY position upon this question, but to vote as my 
honest convictions demand and as I believe the rights and exi
gencies of this case demand. If anybody is interested in legis
lation such as proposed and desires to have this law repealed 
and a new one enacted, they should go back there to the legis
lature which created the law. I believe in the best possible 
protection to shipping. And the man who is a passenger on a 
boat at the mercy of wind and weather should be given the best 
protection possible, and that protection can best be given by the 
pilot who knows the condition of the harbor, the man who has 
made a lifelong study of the conditions of that particular har
bor into which be has to pilot these ships. I believe that he, 
and not the master of the schooner, who may know nothing at 
all of the conditions of the harbor, should be the one to guide 
and pilot that boat to safety, and for that reason I will vote 
against this bill and in the interest of honest labor and protec
tion to human life. I thank you. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAYNARD. Mr. Speaker, the attacks that have been made 
upon the pilotage system by the advocates of this bill have been 
chiefly directed at the system of pilotage maintained at the port 
of Norfolk, in tlle State of Virginia. And I want to say that I am 
surprised at the ignorance I find prevalent upon the floor among 
the Members as to the fixing of pilot charges in the various 
States. I have heard-it boldly asserted by the advocates of the 
bill in conversation upon the floor of the House that the pilots 
fix their own fees. I want to say, Mr. Speaker, even if this 
were true, the gentlemen who contend that the pilots fix their 
own fees when a client comes to them with a (!ase charge for 
their services and fix their own fees. When they make an ar
rangement to deliver a lecture at Chautauqua they fix their own 
fee, and it would not be unjust if pilots, for the service they 
render, did fix their own charge, which would be just and ad-

-equatS!. But I want to correct the impression that seems to 
prevail here that this is true. The pilots of Virginia and the 
pilots of the other southern ports are not a band of highway
men upon the high seas holding up the commerce at the point 
of a gun, demanding unlawful tribute for the services they per
form. 

I have here tbe Code of Virginia, which fixes the rate of pilot
age, and in another section-section 1985-" penalty on pilots for 
receiving unlawful fees." It says: 

If a pilot demand or receive for any sernce less than the lawful fees, 
he shall forfeit the amount of the lawful fees, which may be recovered 
by any person who will claim the same, by warrant or by motion, one
halt of which reoovery shall be paid to the board of commissioners, and 
.may, moreover, be suspended by said board not exceeding six months. 
If any pilot demand and receive greater fees than are allowed by law, 
he shall forfeit to the master or owner double the amount of the fees 
paid to him in any sucb; case, to be recovered in the same manner. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that that would dispose of the 
rumors that have been circulated · on the floor of this House 
that the pilots are a band of highwaymen, holding up commerce 
and demanding at the point of a pistof a tribute on commerce 
which is unjust. 

I want to say, Mr. Speaker, there have been charges made in 
private conversation, and openly in speeches upon this floor, that 
the pilots of the ports of Norfolk and Portsmouth get large and 
extortionate fees for the service they perform for commerce
that they receive salaries aggregating · anywhere, as was said 
by one Member, from $5,000 to $10,000 a year. It is easy to 
charge anything. Mere assertion is not proof, and if there is 
any man who advocates the passage of this bill on th"Ut ground, 
let him produce the proof as to what the pilots of Norfolk do 
receive. They receive nothing like this amount. 
· Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Will the gentleman say bow mucb they 

do receive? We tried to find out in our committee, but the 
pilots have been very cautious to keep it to themselves. 

Mr. MAYNARD. I am coming to that. It does seem- to me 
that the advocates of this bill sh.ould have waited until they 
found out what these pilots in Norfolk did receive before they 
charge that they receive sums of between five and ten thousand 
dollars. I do not believe that the pilots have received anything 
like that sum. I do not believe they receive a sum that would 
amount to more than $300 a month. · 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman says that he does not 
believe. Has he got any information? Now, that is just e~
actly where they have been on this proposition; everybody silld 
they did not believe it. Now, do you know what it is? 

Mr. MAYNARD. I said I do not. -

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Oh, I see. r 

Mr. MAYNARD. But I beard the charge on the floor. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, I will tell you what ·congressman 

WACHTER, from Maryland, said they received--
.Mr. MAYNARD. I have not much time. 
1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. I beg your pardon. I was informed by 

Mr. WACHTER last year they did receive $9,000. ·Now, that 
comes nearer to being information than anything you have. 
That is aH the information we have. • 

Mr. l\IAYN.ARD. You say that Congressman WACHTER told 
yon that they receh·ed that amount? 

:Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Congressman WACHTER said that he 
was told that they received $9,000 a year. 

Mr. MAYNARD. Did he say that he knew that as a -fact or 
as a rumor heard in the lobby? ' 

Alr. LITTLEFIELD. He gave that as some information he 
had received in Baltimore. I do not -believe that it originated 
with him. 

Mr. l\fAYNARD. Any statement that Congressman WACHTER 
would make on his own knowledge I am ready to believe; and 
I am prepared to believe now-and I am sorry Congressman 
WACHTER is not present so that he could answer bere-I am 
prepared to believe that if he were here he would tell this 
House that that was his belief, based on the rumors beard 
around the lobby a.nd from reports of rumors going around the 
lobby about Virginia pilots getting that, and not th_at it was a 
matter that he knows of his own knowledge. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. 'Jell, I stated that the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. WACHTER] had said that he got his information 
in Baltimore, and not around the lobby. What disposi·tion will 
you make of that part of it? 

Mr. _ MAYNARD. I come from the home of the Virginia 
pilots, and I have not been able, I state frankly, to say just 
what they have received, but probably the people of Baltimore 
know more abfiut that than the people of Norfolk. But I do 
not believe they know 1t; I do not believe they get anywhere 
near that sum. I do not believe what they do get will average 
$300 a month. 

Ur. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield ten minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida [:Mr: SPARKMAN]. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. M:r. Speaker, this is a measure that ought 
not to pass this Bouse. Its avowed _purpose is to d~stroy com
pulsory pilotage on coastwise sailing vessels. Its effect will be, 
if it becomes a law, to destro_y the splendid pilot systems at 
many and to seriously cripple them at other ports in aU the 
Gulf and the Atlantic ports south of Norfolk, Va. 

Now, I had supposed it would not be necessary for anyone at 
this Jate day to stand upon this fioor 8lld urge the importance to 
commerce of the pilot systems o'f the South or anywhere e1se in 
the country; but- I understood the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Gl«)SVENOB] to say a little while ago (and, if true, that would 
really be the only ground upon which this legislation could be 
justified) that there was no further use whatever for the pilot 
anywhere in the country. The other gentleman from Ohio, 
however, admitted that there was use for them, perhaps, in 
some of the ports, without mentioning the ports so in need of 
them. -

Now, Mr. Speaker, gentlemen ought to know that notwith
standing the various ports throughout ·the country have 
been, many of them, vet·y greatly improved by deepening and 
widening their channels, yet pari passu with the improvement 
of those harbors the vessels entering them have also been in
creased in tonnage and draft, rendering the difficulties of navi
gation, so far as these larger vessels are concerned, as great as - -
before the improvements were made, so that there is as great 
necessity for pil8ts in the navigation .of those harbors as at 
any time in their commercial history. The gentleman from 
blaine (Mr. LITTLEFIELD], however, would not, perhaps, seek to 
justify hls action upon any such grounds. 

He will probably, as heretofore ... base it upon the ground that 
the foreign shipping .would be suffident in these South Atlantic 
and Gulf ports to keep up the pilot systems there. I want to 
say to you that in my judgment that will not be the case., that . 
while in two or three of the ports to be affected by this bill 
these pilot systems can perhaps be maintained by foreign ship
ping, Wilmington beillg one of them, in all the others they 
will either be destroyed absolutely or seriously crippled, as the 
pilotage on foreign shipping alone will not be sufficient to 
sustain them. 

Now, why was the law changed so far as steamboats were 
concerned, as it was m 1871? The reason was that the steam
boat does not need the use of a pilot as much as a sailing vessel. 
Another reason was that it costs more to run and operate a steam
boat, seven or eight times as much, than it does to operate · 
a sailinc Tesselt thus giving,- it was no doubt thought, the -sail-



128 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. DECEliBER 6, 

ing vessel a great advantage of tile steamboat, and the idea no 
doubt was to place them more nearly upon an equality by ex
empting coastwise steam vessels from compulsory pilotage. No 
one, perhaps, dreamed that tile passage of that law would dis
criminate against sail vessels, and in my judgment there was 
none, · nor i·s there any now. In my opinion the removal of 
compulsory pilotage from steam vessels did not begin to equalize 
tile advantages the sailing vessel bad and still bas over the 
vessel. propelled by steam. 

I bad occasion to submit some remarks upon the floor of this 
Hon~e last se sion on this bill and to deal _at some length with 
tllis featur·~. The contention was then being made as now that 
the sailing ve sel running into these southern waters ·was earn
ing notlling, and could not be made to pay, and yet I called 
atteation to a long list of sailing vessels from New England 
trading in these southern ports wllicb the owners claimed were 
coining money and paying llandsome_ dividends. 

1ow, Ur. Speaker, a remark was made by some gentleman a 
wllile ago about exorbitant charges in a few individual in
stances. I also either beard or saw the statement in the 
testi!l.!Ony taken at the hearings on this bill that $140 was 
charged one vessel for pilotage, and that after paying that 
ella rge and other charges it had only some $300 left to dis
tribute among the owners. But when I looked further I found 
that tile other charges in addition to the pilot charges amounted 
to $1,700. And yet the gentleman testifying, the owner of the 
vessel, seemed to think his whole trouble came from the pilot 
cllarges of about $140, as I now remember. 

Now, so far as the local discriminafion is concerned, the ln.ws 
of the States fix the pilot charges, either directly by saying.what 
they shall be, as in Florida, for instance, or indirectly through 
boards of pilot commissioners authorized by State laws . to do 
that very ·thing; and, sir, I know of no State law, nor has any 
been pointed out, which makes or authorizes such discrimina
tions. If, therefore, there bas been any discrimination, it has 
been made by individual pilots here and there ; and to say that 
this pilot system, which a gentleman now on the other side in a 
former Congress stated was. the finest in the world, should be 
destroyed because, - forsooth, some individual has violated the 
laws of his State is folly. As well might we condemn the whole 
penal code because a few evil-minded persons now and then 
should vio.late some of its provisions. I aid to the gentleman 
who is pressihg the bill not later than day before yesterday that 
lf he would exhibit one-tenth of. the energy he has put forth in 
favor of this bill in having the parties violating State pilotage 
laws, if such there be, prosecuted in the States where such dis
criminations· are made, be would have no cause for complaint. 
But be seems to prefer to come here. 

Notv, 1\fr. Speaker, I wish to refer to just one other matter 
and I think I am done. Something was said· about the States 
of Georgia and Virginia having license laws: It ill becomes 
the gentlemen who favor this bill to charge that ·up against the 
opponent3 of the measure, because it was done in the interest 
of the shipping of those ports: The legislatures of those States 
saiu to the shipowners: "You think you can occasionally pilot 
your vessels into the ports of this State, and that you may not 
at· all times need a State pilot. Very well. But if you are to 
have a pilot ready when you do need him; be must be paid in 
some way. So if you will pay a certain amount toward keep
ing up the system, we will permit your vessel to come in with
out paying for a pilot, except when you avail yourself of his 
services." But this bill does nothing of that kind, and if you 
pass this measure,· I want to say to you that when the storm 
comes and ships are in peril the pilot will not be there to 
serve them. 

Let me say again, 1\Ir. Speaker, that there ts little in the mat
ter of the harbor improvements to justify the passage of this 
bill. Pilots are ne~ded, nevertheless. Take my own port, for in
stance, that of Tampa, where much improvement has been made, 
and there is not a foot of the way from the entrance of that 
harbor up to the dock at either Port Tampa or Tampa, a dis
tance of 30 or 35 miles, where a ship can pass without a pilot. 
The c,bannel is narrow at many places, requiring a skillful pilot 
all the while to take the ship to the dock and out to sea again. 
Then, again, at many of the ports and harbors the bars ·are con
stantly shifting, requiring soundings daily to determine the con
dition of the channel. [Applause.] I now yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

1\fr. LACEY. Will the gentleman from Florida answer one 
question before he sits down? 

.Mr. SPARKMAN. I will yield to the ·gentleman. 
Mr. LACEY. I would like to ask the gentleman why is it 

that these gentlemen living in tbe localities where the pilotage 
burden is are opposed to taking it off? Does it not follow that 
it it is cast on your commerce the gentlemen residing in that 

locality are more interested in taking it off than the people 
living outside or up in Maine'? 

~fr. SPARKMAN. Exactly, and when the time comes when 
it can be t:iken off with safety to the commerce it will certainly 
be done, just as it bas been done by the States north of the 
Potomac and by North Caro_lina in the case of ·wilmington. 

1\fr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I shall not burden the House 
with any very lengthy speech in conclusion; but, like any debate 
of any length, there is a tendency to get a way from the real 
issue, and especialy when it is in skillful hands, and I mnst 
compliment my friends of the opposition on the way that they 
have thrown their strength 1,1po:p. individual instances of wrong
doing without · addressing themselves to the real question at 
issue. , 

'.rhere is, perhaps, no man in this House who receives, or 
more deservedly receives, consideration tban the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [1\Ir. BURTON] , the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. So I was glad to hear him say 
in his opening remarks that he had not looked into this matter, 
but that be simply spoke his impressions, because I knew what 
was about to follow did not properly represent the situation, 
and that if he bad made a more complete study he him~elf 
would have seen it. It is not a case of substituting a national 
system for a State system. It is a case of abolishing all sys
tem in certain places or localities. The gentleman commends 
the bill to the House on the ground that there are to be different 
regulations in different places. 

· Mr. BURTON of Ohio. Will the gentleman allow me an in
terruption'? 

1\Ir. SHERLEY. Certainly. 
1\fr. BURTON of Ohio. The gentleman would not misrepre

sent my position'? . 
Mr. SHERLEY. Certainly not. 
Mr. BURTON of Ohio. What I meant and thought that I so 

expressed myself was that if it was necessary to have regula
tion in ports, they should be national regulations, but that 
ordinarily it was safe to leave that to the individual judgment 
of the owner of the boat. 

1\Ir. SHERLEY. I answer the gentleman by saying that 
when be brings in a bill providing for national regulation we 
will meet that issue, but it is premature now. The present bill 
does not undertake ., to substitute any system. It does permit 
the licensing of pilots and giving them permission to-carry ships 
into all ports without employing special pilots. Does the gentle
man believe for an instant that the men · at -the head .of the 
Navigation Bureau have themselves the knowledge to determine 
by examination whether any particular pilot, who may be a 
very good pilot on the high seas, has the peculiar local knowl
edge necessary to carry a ship into a tortuous channel? 

Now, the fact is that in the State whence this bill originates 
and where its chief champion lives they have pilots, because 
they know, as every man of sense must know, that you are 
bound to have pilots under certain conditions. 1'lley do not 
need to tax the coastwise· trade in order to support their pilots 
and in order to maintain a system, because they have sufficient 
r evenue growing out of the trade with foreign countries. Yet 
the South, which is not able to maintain by tax upon foreign 
commerce only a pilotage system, is to be denied the oppor
tunity and the means of maintaining that system. So I say to 
the House that the question you are to vote upon is not whether 
you want a system of nationat pilotage; it is whether you want 
in the South any pilotage or not. And I have yet to see the 
man who is willing to stand up and say that pilotage should 
be done away with. Oh, a great fuss is made about individual 
abuses. I think they ought to be corrected. 

I believe that if some of the gentlemen who have been so active 
in lobbying for this bill here would turn their energies to some 
of the State legislatures they would find, if the abuses they speak 
of exist, that they would be remedied. But are you going to 
punish those States, are you going to punish those communities 
where they have a proper system of pilotage because somebody 
else does not happen to have a good one and because the law is 
violated? If violation of the law is justification of a change of 
law, we will have to write our entire statute law over again. 
The appeal is simply made o.n behalf of a certain class of ship
owners. The sailing-vessel owners complain of a discrimina
tion. If I were the owner of a sailing vessel I would come to 
Congress asking a repeal of the law that exempted the steam 
vessel from pilotage charge rather than undertake to bf: ex-
empted myself. . 

To-day there are no people who are better protected than the 
sailing-vessel owners. They have no competition practi~ally 
by the steam vessels, because the two engage in carrying dif
ferent kinds of freight, one carrying fast freight where cer
taintY: of speedy delivery_ is necessary, the other carrying slow. 
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freight, where it is not necessary ; and any nian knows, and 
the testimony will show, that the sailing vessels can more than 
hold their own. - They can carry more cheaply than the steam 
vessels, and the fact that they have . been able to bring _such . 
powerful influences to their aid, to get so many large lumber 
people back of them; is evidence of their wonderful prosperity. 

But the argument is made that because there is a license sys
tem-and, by the way, the license system applies only in certain 
of the States and not all-tb~refore you must abolish pilotage. 
I · do not believe in the license system, but bow did it come 
about? These very men who to-day are using it as an argument 
are the men who got it introduced. . They ~aid: ~· Our pilots have 
the particulilr· knowledge necessary, and we are willing to take 
the risk, and if you will let us pay a license it will' be satisfac
tory." Now, one of the .reasons for taxing the coastwise trade 
at all is because the foreign trade is not sufficient to pay for the 
support of the pilots and pilotage system, and so these States, 
1mwisely, I think, but still _at the instl:!nce of the very men who 
are advocating this bill, agreed to permit licensing some of them 
and thus help to maintain the pilotage system. This condition 
would thEm -arise, that while il,l fair weather and un<ler ordi
nary circumstances by paying a license they· could come in with
out harm, yet the paying of that license, together with other 
pilotage .charges enabled a pilotage system to be kept up, so 
that in fair season and foul pilots were always there on the bar 
ready to take these vessels in, and when storm came and stress 
of weather that made pilots necessary the licensed ships had 
the advantage of having a pilot' there. 

Why, the logic of the gentleman's argument would go to the 
abolition of every system of fire protection in the land; that 
because a mall. did not have a fire ·every day and did not have 
need of a fire engine and its company, therefore be should not 
be taxed. He is taxed because it is necessary for them always 
to be ready, dfty and night. ADd _so the· shipping entering into 
a port is taxed because it is necessary in order to maintain a 
pilotage that m_ay be ready day and n_ight, fair we~ther ~or foul. 
-In closing this debate -I -hope the Members of the House will 
bear in mind the real issue. I know the distinguished gentle
man ·from .Maine [.Mr. -LITTLEFIELD] ; I know the wonderful ad
vantage be. has in a closing argument. I know bow enthusi
astic he is about this particular bill. It bas been brought close 
borne to him. I do not object to that; but during his ingenious 
argument I wish you to bear in mind that you are not substitut
ing one system for another ; you are abolishing a system. 
. Bear in mind that you are denying to the Southern States 

what was given to Maine. As long as Maine was struggling, as long as her foreign commerce did not yield enough to main
t_ain a pil_otage system, she taxed_ the cpastwise trade, and so 
did all the other .Northern .States; but when in the fullness of 
their prosperity they reacqed a point where they did not have 
·to do it they abolished_ it: And why? ~t of magnanimity? 
~o; they abolished it because every community and e.very· sec
tion that is intelligent wants to do away as rapidly as it can 
with any hnpediment upon .trade or freedom of trade. The 
South is anxious to get away froni any hindrance and will do 
ft when she can, but she asks you to-day . not .to . hold her up 
~rid say because of an abuse · here or an abuse there, that can 
be corrected by the States in which they exist, .that you are 
going to (lepri ve her .of the only means she has got for the con
tinuance of a pilotage system necessary for the preservation 
of life ru:id property. [Applause.] 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. 1\-Ir. Speaker, in asking the attention of 
the House during the time, now limited, -for the close of. the debate, 
I would be.very glad indeed if I could have careful attention, be
cause I desire to call attention to what seems to nie to be the 
salient and important considerations involved in the determina
tion' of this matter. From Old Point Comfort to the Rio Grande 
is the only locality in the United States where American citizens 
are required tO' pay. for service that is not needed or rendered. 
From Old. Point Comfort no'rth to Eastport, 1\Ie., and from Brit
ish Columbia to Mexico on the Pacific coast there is free pilotage, 
and no sailing vessel, coastwise, and no coastwise steam vessel in 
that territory is required to pay compensation for any service 
that is not rendered. This bill, Mr. Speaker, proposes to place 
the territory, between Old Point· Comfort and the Rio Grande 

· sGriply upon a precise level, so far as the rights of sailing v~s
sels are concerned, with the balance of the United States. In 
1871 the American Congress relieved . the steam coastwise ton
nage froni the _payment of compulsory pilotage in-the ten·itory in 
the · South to which I have referred, and froin that time until 
now the steam coastwise tonnage has _ had .that _ adv~tage :md 
handicap over the sailing coastwise tonnage in that territory. 
If this bill passes it will leave the sailing tonnage in that terri
tory upon an equality w~th steam · tonnage. · It ·wm p~ace the 
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individuals owning the sail fleet on a par _with the corporations 
owning the steam fleet. · -

Now, bearing upon the question of protection to life and-prop
erty-and I will call attention to that in detail .a little later-! 
ask you to note that life and property, from Old Point Comfort 
to Eastport; _Me.; the most dangerous part of all the Atlantic 
coast and more dangerous than the Pacific or Southern coast, for , 
a great many years have been adequately protected under a sys
tem of free pilotage . . No. gentleman has been beard yet to rise in 
his place and say that in that territory of free pilotage, where a 
vessel takes a pilot wb~n she needs one--and when she needs one 
takes one and pays for it-that in that territory, from· old Point 
Comfort to Eastport, _or from _ British Columbia to Mexico, upon 
the PacJfic coast, there bas been any danger involved in free 
pilotage to life, person, or property. There bas not been such a 
suggestion, and if it bad been made it would not be borne out by 
the facts. If free pilotage is adequate in these sections for the 
protection of life and property, why would it not be in this · ter
ritory in question, especially as I shall show that there is plentY, 
of foreign tonnage to maintain all pilotage that is necessary? 

Now, if this bill passes, it will simply prohibit the . im
position of compulsory pilotage upon the sailing fleet within 
this territory. It .a_lso further . prov~des, bearing upon the 
question of protection to life and property, for a pilof to be 
selected and examlned and licensed_ by an inspection baard, to 
be carried on every sailing coastwise vessel that gets the exemp
tion from compulsory pilotage; so that the bill itself undertakes 
to protect and Q.oes protect the persons and -the property that 
may be upon the saUing coastwise fleet by providing for their 
use a proper pilot properly licensed . . The suggestion that this 
bill would impair the protection of persons · is, moreover, obvi
ously absurd in view of the fact that the sail · fleet does not 
carry passengers and that the steam coastwise fleet, which is not 
required to take these pilots, carries all the passengers that are 
carried by the coastwise fleet. · · 

Now, I should say just a word for · the purpose of removing 
more or less misund.erstanding that perhaps may have arisen in 
connection with this proposed legislation. A great many people 
have had the opinion that this bill in some way affected the pi-, 
lotage system outside of this particular territory. It has been 
suggested that it was an effort to assume national control of 
the whole pilotage system of the United States. By reason 
of the fact that ·another bill bas been pendj_ng before the com
mittee that undertook to prohibit the employment of pilots under 
certain circumstances upon vessels, it has been suggested that 
this bill was -subject to that cr_iticism, and by reason of that 
mis'understanding the pilots' associations in various parts of· the 
country ~ave seen fit to register their opposition to the legis
lation, not ·understanding that this bill, if it becomes a law, 
would not have the slightest effect upon the pilotage ·system 
in any · other part of the United States. In San Francisco, for 
instance, it would have ·no effect whatever. 'Pilots would con-· 
tinue to · operate in San Francisco hereafter precisely as Iiow. 
They .ba ve free pilotage there for the coastwise trade. It would 
continue to be free, and the passage of this legislation would 
not affect in any way or in any degree the relation the pilots 
elsewhere sustain to the merchant marine. It is true that there 
are pilots in other sections of the country. It is also h'Ue--and 
1 am glad to call the attention of tbe gentleman from Kentucky 
to the fact-that there are pilots under the free system and 
that they have been properly and adequately maintained under 
the free system and have properly and adequately protecte.;l life, 
person, and property. 

Now, a little bit later I ain going to contrast this section of 
the country we have now under discussion with the balance of 
the Atlantic coast bearing upon this question of the efficiency 
of the respective systems. · ' 

TWO NATIONAL ADMINISTRATIONS SUPPORT THIS BILL. 

Before I reach that; however, let me say that there is a 
trifle of a misappre~ension or . misunderstanding as to · the 
interests that are in favor of this legislation. Let me re
mark that there are other people besides the "gentleman 
from Maine" and the · Representatives from Maine .and ves
sel owners in the New England ·states ·or in New York; and 
I may say right here, by way of passing, that Mr. Pendlc· 
ton, who has been alluded to once in a while in the debate, does 
not happen to be a citizen of Maine, but resides in New York, 
and all the vessels which he is interested in are largely located 
there and are 'operated from there. But let me call your atten
tion to the fact that while- my friend from -- South Carolina 
suggests that there is no Adniinistration influence behind this 
legislation, that there was nobody asking for this legislation,- ii1 
substance, except, -perhaps, '' the gentleman from l\faine ; ·~- let 
ine call his atten~ion to the_ Jact that in 1895 the Commissioner 
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of Navigation, who did not then and does not now reside in the 
State of Maine, and who was not then and is not now con
trolled ·by people in the State of Maine, said in his report: 

Pilotage is one of the heaviest charges upon navigation, and to ex
em-pt one description of Amedean vf!Ssels in the coasting trade from 
tuat charge while imposing it upon another description of American 
vessels in the same trade comes close to ruling the sailing vessels out 
of the business and bestowing it upon steam vessels exclusively. 

In 1896 he said further, urging· the enactment of the bill : 
Its enactment by Congress is almost ind.isi>ensable to the existence 

of our sailing tleet on the Atlantic coast in the coastwise trade, virtually 
the only n·ade open to it under present condifums. · . 

I call the attention of my friends on the ~er side to the fact 
that this was a report that came from a Democratic Adminis-
trvtion. · 

.Mr. SHERLEY. Would not the gentleman get the equality 
that he desires by repealing the law that excludes steam ves els 
eugaged in the coastwise trade from pilotage cha_rges, and then 
more ve sels being taxed the pilotage charge as to all of them 
could be reduced? 

1\lr. LITTLEFIELD. Certaillly uniformity could be reached 
by putting the gteam vessels back under the compulsory pilotage 
system. That would gi>e uniformity, but we have not any bill 
pending for that purpose. Nothing of the kind is seriously sug
gested, and I will show the gentleman in a few mmutes that 
there is not any occa ion, either from an economic or a revenue 
point of view, for having any vessel subject to compulsory pilot
age except possibly those engaged in the foreign trade. His sug
gestion, however, admits the injustice of the discrimination. 

Let me go a little bit further, _ so far ·as the Commissioner of 
Navigation is concerned. In 1899 he said: 

It is contended that Congress is a prOI>er tribunal to which to ap
peal for the correction of this unfair discrimination. · 

In 1900 he repeated his declaration of 1899. In 1902 his dec
laration was substantially the same. In 1903 he said : 

The abolition of the discrimination in pilotage cliarges against sail 
vessels in the coasting trade ·is again earnestly recommended as an im
mediate and practical method of fostering American sail tonnage. 

In 1904 he said : 
- The discrimination ls severely felt, and lt has undoubtedly. contributed 
to retard American sail tonnage_ 

I ask the House to note that the Commi sioner of Navigation, 
who has entire charge of this great interest and is supposed to 
be acting from a disinterested and independent standpoint, from 
the year 1895 up to the year 1905, and repeated in 1906 de
clared over and ,over again that this compulsory pilotage is an 
unjust discrimination against the sail coastwise fleet. 

In answer to a letter from Se.ilator FRYE, asking for the opin
ion of the Department of. Commerce and Labor upon this legis
latjon, Secretary Metcalf, of the: Department of Commerce and 
Labor; on January 3, 1906, said: 

While seagoing American steam tonnage has practically doubled in 
ten years, seagoing American tonnage under sail has remained virtu-
ally stationary. · - _ 

Congress has spent in recent years Iilany millions of dollars in harbor 
improvements, which should have lessened the need of pilots and made 
navigation easier. · 

All tonnage entering and clearing the United States in foreign trade 
is subject to pilotage charges. Such tonnage has increased from 
40,261,353 tons in 1894 to 59,967,985 tons in 1904. This inc1·ease of 
nearly 50 per· cent in ten years should suffice, unde~; all the conditions, 
to maintain the pilotage system at its full -efficiency. 

I have the honor to submit that the passage of S. 30 will be the most 
effective measure of any now before Congress for the . maintenance of · 
the American seagoing fleet under sail, and relieve it from a discr-imi
nation which each year ~rows more onerous. 

So that instead of this bill being without the support of the 
Administration, as some gentlemen, as the result of inadequate 
in·vestigatio·n, have asserted, ·it has beeri and is now vigorously 
supported by the present Administration and had the support of 
th~ preceding Democratic Administration, because it "is almost 
indi pensable to the existence of our sailmg :fleet on the Atlantic 
coast in the coastwise trade." ·· · 

All this does not, of course, foreclose the proposition, nor does 
the fact necessarily that hundreds of me,n engaged in the- lum
ber trade and in other business indush·ies from Texas to Vir
ginia, and boards of h·ade and chambers of commerce and · ma
rine insurance societies in various sections of the country all 
favor and support this legislation and urge it as legislation 
needed in the interest of the American sail coastwise :fleet It 
does show a widespread demand for it that is. in no sense ·con.: 
fined to any particular ~ocillity. · 

AnStrr:DITY OF DISCRIMI~ATION AGAINST SAIL VESSELS. 

The di crimination in favor of the steam coastwise :fleet, 
owned and mannged by powerful corporations, which now exists 
against the sail coastwise :fleet, owned almost exclusively by 
individuals-a ingle >e sel being owned . in fractions as small 

_ as oite one hundred and twenty-eighth or one two hundred and_ 
fifty-sirtb-is ·not o-nly grievously burdensome-, but absurdl-y gro-
tesque in its ~ractical oper~tion. . . : , · 

Under the law as it stands to-day. the master of a steam 
coastwise vessel drawing 20 feet of water, worth $500,000, with a 
cargo worth from $100,000 to $300,000, with 250 passengers, con
sisting of men, women,. and children, can enter and clear from 
any port.ID the South without taking a pilot, the master navi
g&ting his own ves el. If the same master the next day takes 
charge of a sailing vessel drawing 12 feet of water, with no 
passengers, the vessel being worth from $10,000 to $12,000, with 
no cargo, with a crew of seven or eight men, and navigating his 
own vessel, as in the case of the steamer, undertakes to enter 
any one of the same ports the owners are obliged to pay for the 
services of a pilot~ wh~ther he is used or not, notwithst:ind; ng 
he may have been, as in nine ca es out of ten he would' be towed 
out and in by a tug on wbjch there are two United States 
pilots, belonging and operating daily in that particular harbor . 

FOREIGN COMMERCE AMPLE TO SUST.liN PILOT SYSTE.\1 IN THE SO TH; 

The growth of our commerce in the southel'n ports demon
strates that there is ample business in that seetion now without 
levying this h·~bute upon the sail :fleet for the purpose of rri:'lin
taining any necessary system ot pilotage; and I beg to , ay, 
before -I reach a discussion of that proposition, that the propo
sition proceeds upon the hypothesis that in order that they may 
tiave in these ports an adequate system of pilotage, so that the 
foreign trade can be piloted out and in, it is neces ary• to levy 
this tribute upon the sail :fleet that the benefit may be derived 
therefrom by the ocean or foreign going :fleets. And that upon 
its face is -an obvious and odious levying of h·ibute upon the san 
coastwise :fleet for the alleged benefit of the ocean-going fleet. 

Now, let me call your attention to the fact that in 1874 the 
total combined enh·ances and clearances in the foreign trade in 
the ports affected by this legislation aggreg-ated 3,120,868 tons. 
That is the foreign trade. Of the coastwi e trade I ha>e not 
been able to get the stati tics, as they are not kept; but the 
coastwise h·ade probably was about the same. 

We ha-r-e to-day in the e same- ports for the same foreign trade 
9,894,608 tons. Now, then, if in 1874, 3,000,000 tons of foreign 
trade and perhaps 3,000,000 tons of domestic trade--and in as
·suming 3,000,000 tons as domestic trade I make a very large and 
favorable as~umption for the other side of this discussion-if in 
1874, with 3,000,000 tons of foreign trade and 3,000,000 tons of 
domestic trade, the revenue to sustam the e pilots was adequate, 
and nobody has contended up to date that there has-not been an 
adequate revenue for the maintenance o"f the pilotage sy tern of 
that sectimi-if that were true in 1874, when in 1904 we have-
9,894,000 tons of foreign trade (more than 3,000,000 tons in ex
cess of the foreign and domestic trade in 1874), how is it, I 
inqmre, that they have not the foreign h-ade that can ade
quately sustain every pilotage system necessary in that section, 
when the amount of tonnage is 50 per cent greater now than th& 
aggregate foreign and domestic tonnage in 1874? 

A detailed statement of this growth is a follo-ws: 
Combined entr-ies and clearances i1f the toreigll tt·ade ana expenditures 

r~r imrrroverne-nts of harbors ana aprwoaches from 1884 to Jun e 30, 1905. 

1874-. 18&1. 

District. Number Net ton- Number Net ton-
ofvessels. nage. ofvtl els. nage. 

Norfolk and Newport News.·-------- 115 69,-345 146 · 131,572 
Savannah._·------- __ .. -··----···,.._ 036 294,722 547 326,739 
Charleston .... : .. -- .. __ ---·---·._,_ _ 290 113, MO 505 2.J6, 652. 

~:~~:r!----··---···-· .. ·-·---··---- ~~ ~~~ ~~ 5~:~~ MissiESippl::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: 187 42,772 307 151,175 
Mobile_. __ --·. ___ ··---_ .. ·--- __ ----__ 194 102,788 407 233,316 
New Orleans. __ .. · .. ____ .. ---- .... ---. 1, 503 1,0891732 1, 577 1, 368,091 
Galveston_ .. ___ -_.·-- .. ·-·- ...•. ·---· · '-- .. ----- . -----.--- -. 402 259,035 

-------l---------1------~---------
Tota.L ..... __ ---. _ .. ~. --· ---:-- 4,148 2,195,418 5,302 3,3GS, 643 

All other seaports.·---- .... __ ._._ : .-- -·~· 3_1_,_68_9_1_1_7_,8_72 __ , 28 ___ 7_
1 
__ 29 __ ,_79_2_

1 
__ 20_, 927_,_23_2 

Total United States. ____ ...... _ 35,837 20,_067, 705 35,093 24., 290,875 

1894. 1904. 

District. Number Net ton- Number Net ton-
of yes els. nage. ofvessels. nage. 

Norfolk and Newport News __ ....... _ 437 627,701 530 1;-061, 788 . 
Savannah:----·-··-·----------·-----·· 648 552,176 31! 4.92,088 
Chnrleston ___ . ___ ---- ... _ .. _ -· .... --- 236 198,427 74 94,053 
Key West.. __ __ ·-·-···-----·-···---·· 581 341,123 1,052 542,835 

irt:~~~~i::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~ i~:g~ ~~ 1'~~·= 
Mobile .... ________ ... -=-- .... _ .. _ .. __ 842 407,368 1, 515 1) 182;852 
NewOrleans----·-·---·-·----·--·---- 1,806 2,063, 789 1,903 3,001,909 
Galve tmL ......... ---·-···-·--·----· 408 527,592 821 l,'i86,733 

Total-··-·-··--··-·-···-··-··---~ 5,700.3 2 ,--7,640 ~-9-, 84,008 
All other seaports •. ___ ... __ .. __ ... --· 28, oao 28,630,70.8 24,979 38,418, 95 

• 

Total United States---.-- .. -.-- 34, 211 34, 331, OW I 32,619 48,302, 903 
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. , Percentage of tonnage inm·ease . 

1884. 1894. 1904. 

------------------,--.,.------ -----. ----
Pel· ct. Per ct. Per ct. 

Ten southern districts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 69 73 
All other seaports........................................ 17 37 34 -------

All seaports .............. ·: . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. 21 41 41 

The percentage of increase from 1874 to 1904 in the 10 southern 
ports was 350 per cent,~.. at all other seaports 115 per cent, and at all 
seaports of the United ;:stat es 141 per cent. . 

It has been frequently asserted that when it appeared thaf the 
foreign commerce was sufficient to take care of the pilotage 
system the States would repeal the compu~sory legislation and 
cease compelling the payment of tribute from the coastwise fleet 
for that purpo ·e. 1\fr. O'Brien, in testifying before the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee in 1903, said that the 
States will do it-that is, remove the compulsory pilotage-;-
wbenever the foreign commerce of any port is sufficient to keep 
up a first-class pilotage system for the port. The figures- show 
that in 1904 that condition of things existed and that there was 
ample foreign commerce for that purpose, and upon their own 
statement the States should have repealed compulsory pilotage. 
Notwithstanding that fact-the existence of this amply sufficient 
business-not the slightest change, so far as appears here, has 
been made in the pilotage system in . any Southern State in the 
last fifteen years, except in the port of Wilmington, N. C. 

PILOTAGE CHARGES EXCESSIVE. 

It is worthy of notice also that the pilotage charges in these 
ports, although they have bad millions of dollars spent upon 
them for their improvement, are very much in excess of the 
nearby foreign ports, which are practically unimproved. A 
few specific instances will suffice to illustrate this fact. In the 
fall of 1905 the schooner S . .M: Bird paid $128 for pilotage fees 
at Gulfport; Miss. She cleared from Gulfport for Ilabana on 
that same trip, and her pilotage fees in and out of Habana 
were · only $32. 

The schooner Harold 0. Beeche1· cleared from Pascagoula in 
May, 1905, and paid pilotage in and out of Pascagoula amount
mg to $96. She cleared for Kingston, Jamaica, on the same trip, 
paying pilotage in and out of Kingston Harbor to the amount of 
$30. These are typical practical illustrations of the excessive 
charges made under this pilotage system. 

With this silowing, and 'these are the facts, because thege 
facts are received from the Commissioner of Navigation, and 
tile figures are given in his reports and are his statistics-if 
these are the facts, upon what ground can it be contended that 
they need the additional support of the sailing coastwise :fleet, 
that does not use their pilots, and have this tribute levied upon 
them as an excuse to enable them to maiptain their system,• 
which is amply able to sustain itself for all legitimate purposes? 

Now, let me go a little bit further. In 1904 the amount of 
coastwise sailing tonnage at the port of New Orleans was only 
1,794 tons; foreign, 3,065,909 tons. In Mobile the coastwise ton
nage was only 8,774, and the foreign tonnage was 1,182,852 
tons. At Key West the coastwise was only 14,450, and the 
foreign tonnage 542,835 tons. Pensacola, 1,130,385 foreign tons 
and only 20,202 coastwise sailing tons. In Galveston 1,786.733 
foreign tons, and coastwise only 37,890 tons. With this added 
to tile facts to which I have called your attention, what founda
tion is there to sustain the idea that in any justice they can still 
call upon the sailing coastwise fleet to pay for pilots, levying . a 
tribute upon them and making them pay for services not ren
dered and not needed when there is ample foreign tonnage to 
pay for it? These facts show that this tribute is not necessary 
to maintain their pilotage system. · 
IMPROVEMENT OF HARBORS RENDERS COMPULSORY PILOTAGE UNNECESSARY. 

There is very much less necessity now than heretofore for· any 
system of pilotage, compulsory or otherwise, by reason of the 
fact that during the last fifteen or tw.enty years the money of 
the Government bas been expended in a prodigal degree, aggre
gating about thirty-nine millions of money, for the express pur
pose of improving the ten important harbors on the southern 
coast. 

The experience of Commander Winslow on the· c_ruiser Okarles
ton in making and leaving the harbor of Charleston in Jan
uary, 1906, without the aid of a ' pi·lot either going in or out, and 
navigating entirely from information obtained by the Govern
ment charts, is a conclusive demonstration of the fact that that 
harbor, at least-and we can safely assume that the others are 
rn as good a condition-is perfectly feasible for navigation by 
any craft under tile charge of a competent navigator, as are all 
the sail coastwise vessels. His letter is as follows . 

[From a lettet: dated Hampton Roads, Virginia, January 21, 1908."] 
No difficulty was experienced in entering or leaving the harbot· of 

Charleston. The ship entered the harbor at high water and left at 
very near low water, the fiood tide just commencing to make. · It was 
dark before reaching the Cumming Point range when leaving the har
bor; so the passage through part of the chann~l within the jetties and 
over the ~ar was made in darkness and with no moonlight. 

The ship was drawing a little more than 24 feet of water on our 
arrival and a little less on our departure.• There w as no pilot on board 
w hile entering or leav ing the port, and the shi p w as navigated enti rely 
• .m information obtained from the Government charts. There was no 
indication while passing through the jetties and over the bar, either by 
sth-ring up mud or sluggishness in steering, that the vessel was in 
shoal water. 

A careful examination of the chart convinces me that the harbor of 
Charleston is ample for the maintenance of a large commerce. . 

At the present time I Cal~ see no reason why v essels should not load 
to a draft of 30, teet and pass out of the har bor with safety. 

Believe me to be, very truly, yours, 
. . C. MeR. WINSLOW, 

Commander, U. S. Nav y, Commanding Cruiser Charleston. 
If the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. LEGARE], who 

intimated that be was very familiar 'vith the practical op
erations, so far as pilots were concerned, in the harbor of 
Charleston and its approaches, is familiar with that channel 
and the facts connected therewith during the last few years, be 
would know that there never has been any shifting of the 
channel since the making of the Government chart that was 
used by Captain Winslow when he navigated a United States 
vessel into and out of that harbor without the aid o~ a pilot; 
and if the chart was safe and .reliable for Captain Winslow's 
use, with a ship drawing 24 feet, it does not require a very 
vigorous argument to establish the fact that it is equally safe 
and reliable for the master of a sail coastwise vessel drawing 
from 10 to 20 feet. ' 

I may say further in this connection, in answer to the sugges
tion before the committee that the reason why the ·southern 
harbors were difficult of navigation, . and therefore a compulf':OJ."Y 
pilotage system was necessary, was because they had shifting 
cilannels or movable bars, that the charts of the United St3.tes 
of those portions of the coast were presented, and the pilots were 
challenged to produce a single instance where there had been a 
si~gle change in either channel or bar, as indicated upon the charts 
at the time they were made, a challenge which was not accepted. 
Not the slightest effort was made to show that there bad been 
any change in any particular from the charts in either channel 
or bar, and that contention was virtually abandoned. 

As a further demonstration of the complete safety of the 
harbor of Charleston and minimizing the probability of the oc
currence of very grave dangers imagined by tile gentleman from 
South Ca-rolina [1\fr. LEGARE] as resulting from the passage of 
this bill, with reference to the protecting of that port by · the 
pilots under the existing system, the following extract, jssued 
from the Charleston Chamber of Commerce in 1906, is illuminat
ing and instructive:· 

The many deep-draft vessels that have passed safely over. our bar 
and the presence for the first time of United States battle ships and 
cruisers within our harbor prove how successful this great jetty system 
has been, which, from an extreme depth of 18 :teet at mean high water 
has developed a channe£ 600 teet wiae with a depth of at least 3H teet 
at mean. high water. . . . 

FREE PILOTAGE MORE EFFICIE::-iT THAN COMPULSORY. 

Now, let me. call your attention to another important and de
termining fact upon the question of · the protection of life and 
property as between these two systems. 

In 1903 the amount of foreign tonnage entering and clearing 
north of Old Point Comfort wa~ntered, number, 10,002; ton
nage, 16,866,448; cleared, number, 9,273; tonnage, 15,469,034. 
South . of Old Point Comfort on the . Atlantic coast--entered, 
number, 1,102; tonnage, 1,229,596; · cleared, number, 1,513 ; ton-
nage, 1,958,746. . . 

Take it upon the number of vessels, 10,002 vessels north ·of 
Old Point Comfort and 1,102 south of Old Point Comfort. IIi 
other words, when there are ten vessels entering north of Old 
Point .Comfort there is op.e vessel entering ~outh of Old Point 
Comfort on the Atlantic coast. It is clear that the casualties 
ougilt to be in proportion to the business done. An analysis of 
the casualties in these localities ought to show no ,more than 
one casualty south of Old Point Comfort on the Atlantic coast 
to ten north of Old Point Comfort, if the protection to life and 
property were equally adequate in each case. 

Let me read to you from a letter of the Secretary of the 
Treasury in response to one from me seeking information upon 
this pr~cise point, the Secretary's letter being dated February 
28, 1906: 
Hon. CHARLES . E. LITTLEFiELD, . , 

House of Representatives. 
Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your lette.r of 

the 23d instant asking for information l."elative to -casualties to vessels 
that occurred on the Atlantic c<>ast d.uring the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1903. . 

For convenience in making. reply, the points you specify as those upon 
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which yo'u desire to be informed are stated In numerical order., the an
swer to each inquiry being given immediately below it. 

The infor·matwn herein furnished is derived from casualty reports 
rendered to this Denartment in compliance with sections 10, 11, and 12 
of the act of June Qo, 1874. 

It will be noticed that the statistics which are about to be 
given in this letter are compiled under the express provisions of 
the statute, and tllerefore h~ve behind them the sanction of the 
law. 

First. The number of casualties that occurred upon the Atlantic 
coast for the fiscal year 1903. 

Answer. One hundred and fifty-four (154). 
Second. The number of casualties that occurred north of Old Point 

Comfort and south of Old Point Comfort for that year. 
Answer· . . Nor·th of Old Point Comfort, one hundred and eighteen 

(118); south of Old Point Comfort, thirty-six: (36). 
That is to say, when one casualty occurred south of Old Point 

Comfort three only occurred north of that point. Taking into 
account, however, the tonnage in both sections, where one casu
. alty occurred south, if the same degree of care was exercised 
in each section under compulsory pilotage as is exercised under 
free pilotage, there should haye been ten north of that point. 
In other words, upon this analysis the facts show, and from 
them there is no escape, that there were thi'ee times as many 
casualties in 1903 under the compulsory pilotage system as 
there were in, proportion under the free pilotage system obtain
ing north of Old Point Comfort; and if the actual facts based 
upon the casualties occurring in proportion to the trade in each 
section determine, as it seems to me they should determine, the 
efficiency of the two system, it demonstrates beyond ~ontro
versy that the free pilotage system is three times as efficient in 
protecting life, person, and property as is that obtaining under · 
the compulsory pilotage system south of Old Point Comfort. 
How puerile, then, on the facts is the objection to this bill on 
the ground that it will . impair the safety of persons and prop
erty. But we have further· information · from this letter from 
the Secretary of the Treasury. The next inquiry is : 

Third. The number of casualties north of Old Point Comfort and 
south of Old Point Comfort that were due to the lack of pilots on the 
vessels, giving the name of the vessel and the date of the casualty, 
if any. 

Answer. The casualty reports do not in terms state whether pilots 
are or are not on board the vessels. There are inclosed, however, a 
copy of one casualty report which shows, in answer to question 24 in 
said report, that " pilots" were on board in that instance, and copies 
of five other reports, which show that the casualties were due to the 
errors of officers, indicating, perhaps, that the vessels were not in 
charge of pilots. These six: reports are all that are on file for the 
year mentioned that appear to have a bearing upon the matter to which 
your inquiries seem to relate. 

Fourth: The number of casualties, if any, north of Old Point Com
fort that occurred while vessels were making harbor withotlt a pilot, 
giving the name of the vessel and the date of the casualty. 

Answer. Five casualties above referred to. as follows: Schooner 
Winifred, July 3, 1902 ; schooner William H. Sc1tubert, October 21, 1902; 
schooner Myronus, November 17, 1902; schooner Oon~cay, April 30, 
1903, and schooner Republic, May 28, 1903. · 

Only one of these can with any pro.J2riety be said to come 
within the scope of the question asked, as is shown by an exami
nation of the wreck reports in detail, which I have taken occa
sion to examine and have here present for inspection, if desired, 
and that is the schooner Winifred-, and she was a small fishing 
vessel of only GO tons burden, and the damage sustained was 
only $500. 

The Sclmbert was not making a harbor, but grounded on the 
southern end of Prudence Island, in Narragansett Bay. The 
Myronus was not n;taking a harbor, but was navigating Penob
scot Bay and ran ashore on an unbuoyed ledge, known as 
Sprague Ledge, near Islesboro. 

The Oonwav was an oyster boat of only 44 ions,· and ran on 
Brandywine Shoal, in Delaware Bay. 

The Republic grounded on Trundys reef at Cape Elizabeth, 
Maina · 

So when an examination of the wreck reports is made it is 
seen that there was only one vessel north of Old Point Comfort 
that could be said, dming the year 1903, to have met with any 
casualty when she was making · a 'harbor without a pilot, with 
ten times the amount of tonnage and hazard that exists below 
Old Point Comfort. 

The Secretary's letter continues : 
Fifth. The number of casualties, if any, that occurred while the ves

sel was making harbor north of Old Point Comfort with a pilot, givint 
name of vessel and date of casualty. · 

Answer. None. · 
Sixth. The number of such casualties, if any, that occurred south of 

Old Point Comfort while vessels were making harbor without a pilot, 
giving name of vessel and date of casualty. 

Answer. None. 
Seventh. 'l'he number of such casualties, if any, that occurred south of 

Old Point Comfort while vessels were making harbor with a pilot, giv
ing the name of the vessel and the date of the casualty in each in-
s-tance. • - . 

Answer. One casualty, schooner Harold 0. Beecher, May 9, 1903. 

The damages in the case of the Ha'roli1 0. Beecher were 
$10,000. These are certainly significant facts: Here is compul
sory pilotage, with its much-vaunted protection to life, person, 
and property, with toimage under its care, in the proportion of 
1 to 10 to that under the free-pilotage system north of Old 
Point Conifort. There was ten times the opportunity for casu• 
alty and injury under the free-pilotage system that there was 
under the compulsory pilotage system, and yet but one accident, 
and that insignificant in character, occurred to a yessel in 1903 
wllere free pilotage obtains. But the Ha1·old 0. Beeche1·, with 
damages of $10,000, meets with her disaster while under the 
protection of one of these much-vaunted pilots maintained by this 
compulsory system. Where is the casualty under the charge 
of a pilot in the free-pilotage zone? There ought to be 10 to 
be in proportion to the Beechet·. Not one occurred. 

And it is further to be noted, as bearing upon· the care and 
efficiency of the pilots under that . system, that the H a1·old 0 . 
Beecher was going out, instead of making a harbor, and that the 
dangers incident to going out are very much less than those 
going in. How · does it happen, if this compul ory pilotage sys
tem is so much more conducive to protection and safety, that the 
only loss that occurred under a pilot during the year 1903 oc
curred under that system, when there was ten times the hazard 
and ten times the opportunity for dangers under the free pilotage 
system, but there was no loss of that character? 

PILOTS' ASSOCIATION NOT LIABLE FOR NEGLIGENCE. 

It may be well to mark here that while the sail coastwise fleet 
is compelled to receive the services of these pilots or pay for 
them if they are not received, if they are offered, the remedy 
that the owners have in case of the negligence of a pilot is at 
least of · a very doubtful character. The newspaper clipping 
which follows shows that in Virginia, at least, the vessel owner 
who is injured by the negligence of a pilot has no remedy what
ever against the pilots' . association, although they levy these 
enormous sums as tribute on the sail coastwise fleet for the 
maintenance of that association. .Just how far this applies to 
the pilots' associations throughout the whole South I am not at 
this moment able to state, but we do know that it applies to 
Virginia, which is the most vicious illustration of this graft 
levied under the forms of law upon the sail fleet. 
PILOTS SCORE STRONG POINT-GXITED STATES SGPREM:E COURT SAYS 

THEY ARE "0T RESPONSIBLE FOR THEIR ASSOCIATES. 

WAsmNGTON, December 8, 1906. 
The Supreme Court of the United States held to-day that the Virginia 

Pilots• Association is not responsible for damao-es caused by accidents 
when due to the negligence of its members. A decision was rendered 
in the case of Guy v. Donald on question certified from the circuit 
court of appeals for the fourth circuit. Guy is a member of the asso
ciation, and be was the pilot in charge of the navigation of the steamer 
Santui,t, which is owned by Donald, when, in 1901, that vessel collided 
with the schooner Churchman off the Virginia capes, doing such damage 
that Donald was compelled to pay $3,175. 

Suit being instituted. by him to recover from Guy and the pilots' 
-association, the Fede1;.al district court for the eastern district of Vir
ginia granted his prayer, holding that the accident was due to Guy's 
negligence, and that he and the association of which he is a member 
were respon ible for the damage done. Guy appealed the case to tile 
court Of appeals, and that body sent it to the Supreme Court with the 
request for answers to the question whether the association, being un
incorporated, constituted a partnership; whether, if the association is 
a partnership, its members, who are regularly licensed pilots, are liable 
for damage to vessels caused by the negli&'.ence of one another, and 
whether, if not a partnership, they are liable for such damages. The 
questions were answered in the negative. 

This simply adds to the ha~dships invoh·ed in the situation. 
The service that the owners of these vessels are compelled to 
receive, or to pay for if offered and not received, it would seem 
ought to carry with it a corresponding obligation to guarantee 
the safety of their property and the payment of damages there
for in the case of negligent service . subjecting their property to 
hazru·ds and dangers, especially in view of the fact that tre
mendous stress is laid upon the idea that this compulsory sys
tem must be maintained, with all of these evils and injustices, 
in order that life, persons, and property should be protected. 
The protection of life, person, and property without the owners 
having the opportunity to enforce that right as a ·matter of law 
in the courts is simply a. -delusion and a snare. 

FREE PILOTAGE IN WILMINGTON. 

Now, I want to call your attention to a very important corr
sideration involved in a little practical experience in connection 
with this question. The minority views call attention to the 
fact that in the city of Wilmington, N. C., they have had free 
pilotage since 1905, and then .state that there was a loss in the 
business in the port of Wilmington, N. C., of about 4,000,000 
feet of lumber, establishing, as they say, " beyond question the 
profound injury done the port of Wilmington by the removal of 
pi.lotage." The gentleman from North Carolina [1\Ir. SMALL] 
read, but I will read again, so that it may be freshly befo1;e the 
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House, a letter which I received from the president of the Wil
mington Chamber of Commerce, to whom I wrote making inqui
J:ies in -relation to this statement in the min<rrity views. My 
notion was that the minoTity views were erroneous. 

The president of the Chamber of Commerce of Wilmington, 
N. C., writes me as follows: 

THE WlMHNGTON CILUIBEll OF' COMMERCE, 
March 21J 1905. 

Hon. CIU.RLES E. LiTTLEFIELD, 
. ' House of'Ileprcsentati~es, lVashington, D. 0. 

DEAR SIR: Referrin~ to the minority report on the Littlefield bill, 
beg to call your attentiOn to figures on pa:1e 78, purporting to represent 
the relative shipments from Charleston, s. C., Georgetown, S. C., and 
Wilmington,. N. C., for the years 1904 and 1905, in· which the. Wilming
ton shipments of lumber to New York are represe.nted as haVlng fallen 
off more than 4,000,000 feet. This statement is intex:ded to convey 
the impression that shipments received at New York m·e practically the 
total output of this commodity from Wilmington, and a lamer argu
ment we can not well conceive. For your information, beg to say that 
the shipments of lumber from Wilmington for 1904 were 40,000,0QO 
feet, and for 1!)05, 46,000,000 ieet, and this notwithstanding that one 
of ·the p1·incipal mills was shut down for five months, due to a boiler 
explosiOIJ. It is estimated that lrunber shipments -from Wilmington :t'or 
1906 will exceed 60,000,000 feet, or an increase over Hl04 of 50 per cent. 
New York no longer receives the propor·tion of shipments that it for
merly enjoyed and if the signers of the minority report had been as 
'zealous in ascertaining facts as they wel"e in putting forth a mislead
ing argument, they . would never have appended their signatures to a 
report so easily refuted. 

On this same page appe"ars this clause: "Cause-reduced freight, as 
the freight always pays the pilotage." This is the conclusio-n of the 
argument, and is the eapstone to the contention that a free port suffers 
a loss of commerce. In the same paragraph the action of Wilmington 
in abolishing compulsory pilotage is represented as a short-sighted step 
on the p:;trt of a few .grasping shippers. As a matter of fact, tbe Wil
mington .Chamber of Commerce, by unanimous vote,. condemned com
pulsory pilotage, and the members o! the. chamber ratsed a lar_ge fund 
to prosecute repeal before the State leg1slatnre. Tbe subscribers to 
this fund embraced. with three exceptions, every manufacturer and 
whole-sale dealel' in Wilmington. 

For your tru·ther information, wiU state that ten pilots are now en
gaged in the business at this port, and the service is more satisfactory 
and efficient than it has been fol' more than ten years. There bas not 
been a single disaster to shipping chargeable to the abo-lition of CO!fi· 
pulsol'Y pilotage or to inefficient pilotage service, and the commercial 
interests of Wilmington are highly pleased with the results of the free 
~~ . 

I hope that you will feel at liberty to use this letter in meetlng the 
erroneous assumptions in the ml:nol"i'ty report. 

Yours, respectfully, 
J. A. TAYLOR. President. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. PATTEBSO:N] made 
some suggestion in relation to figures that he .was likely to pre
sent in connection with this phase of the question, but I do not 
understand that he bas presented any figures. So that, so far 
as this debate is concerned, the matter stands upon this lei-ter 
of the president of the chamber of commerce. 

1\fr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Since tbe gentleman 
bas mentioned me by name, I would like to interrupt him. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. I will state that I 

wrote to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor for the facts, 
and asked him to give me the statistics, and he gave them to 

·me as they are contained in the report. Now, I have no knowl
edge of the source of the information contained ~n the letter of 
the president of the _chamber of commerce. I notice his letter 
does not state that that amount of lumber was shipped from 
Wilmington by boat. His statement was that it was shipped. 

·My information ·was that there had been a falling off in the 
lumber shipped from Wilmington by boat. If the gentleman 
from l\Irune will refer to that letter, he will see that the presi
dent of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce does not say 

·that that lumber was shipped from Wilmington by boat. The 
facts which I gave came from the Department of Commerce and 
Labor. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman impeach the cor
.rectness of these statistics given by the president of the Wil
mington Chamber of Commerce? 

1\ir. PATTERSON of North Carolina. No; I do not. I know 
nothing about what the president of the chamber of commerce 
says. I wrote to him to fm·nish me with the facts, but he seems 
to prefer that they be intrusted to the gentleman from Maine. 
I think, however, the statement from the Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor ought to be pretty good authority-. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. ·The minority views do not say that the 
shipments were by water. The minority views simply say that 
the outhern pine receipts in New York for nine months from 

·September 24, 1904, to June · 30, 1905, were so much. If the 
minority saw fit to put into their views a statement in relation 
to New York alone . when they knew there were other sections 
to which the lumber was going and therefore the business of 
the po-rt was being increased instead of decreased, they suc
ceeded in deceiving.the House. I do not think they intended to 
.do tlmt. The question is whether the business of that :port has 
increased or decreaseCL · · 

, 1\Ir. P ATTER~ON of North Carolina. I would like .to inte:~:~ 
rupt the gentleman to state that I was not present when · the 
report . was made and I did not sign it myself. My name was 
signed by the gentleman from Mississippi [Ur. SPIGHT] ~uring 
my absence and without my knowledge ox consent 

1\Ir. LITTLE:Ii,IELD. I know the gentleman did not. 
1\lr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Had I been present; I 

would have ma-de some corrections in that part of it. My opin~ 
ion is that there has been a falling off in the shipments of lumber 
by water since that time. Whether it was because of the 
abolition of· the pilotage ~r the depletion of forests or shipping 
of lumber by rail I do not know. 

l\ir. \VILLIAl\18. 1\fr. Speaker-- . 
The SPE.AKER. Does the gentleman from Maine yield "to the 

gentleman from 1\Iississip-pi? 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to ask the gentleman this 

question: If there wns anything wrong about the pilotage laws 
of the State of :Maine, would not _the gentleman rather -trust 
the legislature of the State of Maine to correct the wrong or 
evil than to appeal to the Congress of the United Stntes to do it? 

l\1r. LITTLEFIELD. I will say that when we have suffered 
thirty-five years under this discrimination in favor of the steam 
coastwise fleet, and have been appealing again and again for 
the enactment of legislation to relieve us, I should reach the 
conclusion that it was not worth while to wait for relief from 
the States. It has been said time and time again that a little 
later on, when they got good and ready, when they were en
tirely satisfied, we might get the legislation. Now, it is sug~ 
gested in this debate, in substance, that inasmuch as we have 
stood by under this discrimination for thirty-five years, tbey 
now have really acquired a prescriptive . right, so that Congress 
ought not to pass any such legislation; that because we have 
been here a half a dozen times appealing to Congress, and be~ 

-cause they have deferred action, therefore we ought not to have 
favorable action now; that tlle statute of limitations, perhaps, 
barred us. · 

1\lr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman from Maine does not under~ 
stand that I take that position? 

Mr. LITTLEFIE,LD. I do not understand that' the gentleman 
from Mississippi takes that position. 

1\Ir. WILLIAMS. I am glad the gentleman does not under~ 
stand that. I should hate to have the gentleman from l\1aine 
put me in that ridiculous attitude before the House. The point 
I wanted to get at is simply this: I know in my own case I am 
perfectly willing to trust the State of Mississippi, and t wanted 
to know whether the gentl~man was willing to trust the State 
of Maine. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I wo-uld trust the State of Maine to 
give us relief if it would give us any relief at all. But a sys
tem has grown up in Mississippi that is more odious and more 
oppressive and more in violation of the good, sound sense of a 
man of intelligence than anywhere else. In Gulfport there is 
a continuous and regular practice, -not in accordance with the 
law, but in violation · of it=-=-there is a continuous practice in 
Gulfport and some other Mississippi ports of discriminating 
against our sailing coastwise fleets and in favor of other sailing 
ycsselN. 

M:-. WILLIAMS. That charge I absolutely deny, and if the 
charge is true, even, it is a charge of the violation of the laws 
of the State of Mississippi, and not a charge against the laws 
of l\Iississi ppi. 

DISCIUI\HNATIO~S A.GAINST SAIL FLEET IN CO;\-U?ULSORY PORTS. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I understand that the gentleman from 
Mississippi denies the charge, so far as it relates to Mississippi, 
but I desire to say to the House that the men implicated in vio~ 
luting the laws and in making these discriminations never have 
as yet had the hardihood to deny any of the charges in. relation 
thereto, and that, moreover, when the charges were first made 
before the Committee on 1\Ierchant Marine and Fisheries, l\Ir. 
O'Brien, representing the pilots, desired time to get a refutation 
from Gulfport, and it. appeared before the committee that, al
though he telegraphed to Gulfport that the charge had been 
made, ·the only answer he received was that the laws of l\1issis~ 
sippi prohibited discrimination and provided for compulsory 
pilotage and fixed fees, ail of which everybody knew before the 
response was received. But no one in Gulfpor't then or since 
has ever denied that gross discriminations were repeatedly and 
continually practiced in that port. 

In order that there may be no question about this point. I 
will state that the pilotage paid in Gulfport in 1905 by the 
S. M. Bird was $128. This was the usual pilotage on vessels 
of her size for one trip. 
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I quote three bills, all to tile G. A. Bartlet, but during differ
ent periods of time, for the same service. They read : 

GCLFPORT, SHIP ISLA.'D HARBOR, MISS., 
F ebnta1·y 8, 1901,. 

Captain and owners, schooner G. A . Bartlet, to the Ship Island 
Pilots' Association, Dr. 
A$ per agreement ____ _______________________________________ $40 

Total ----------- ------------------------------- ----- 40 
JOSEPH LEWIS, Tt·easurer. 

GULFPORT, MISS.,- Febnta1·y I,, 190.i 
Captain and owners, G. A. Bm·tlet, to Ship Island Pilots' Associa

tion, Dr.: 
Pilotage $40 

Total---------------------------------------- ------- - 40 
F. G. MoRA.,.., Pilot. 

GULFPORT, MISS., April 7, 1905. 

Captain and owners, G. A. Bat·tlet, to Ship Island Pilots' Associa
tion, Dr.: 
To --- f.eet inward draft, at $4---------------------------- $40 
To harbor tees- ---~--------------------------------- -------- 5 

Total ----------------------------------------------- 45 
.JOHN E. LEWIS, Pilot. 

For the purpose of intensifying this discrimination, it may be 
stated that the schooner G. A. Bat·tlet is a considerably larger 
vessel than the S. M. Bh·d and carries about 40,000 feet more of 
lumber. 

An explanation of the reason why this gross discrimination 
was made in her favor as against a vessel hailing from and 
managed in New ·York may be found in the fact that her mn.n
ager resides in a Gulf port. 

In 1905 the schooner Mat·y E. Mm·se paid $150 pilotage fee~ at 
Gulfport, and the British schooner Lillie, of about the same size, 
managed by an agent living in a Gulf port, paid $46.60 for the 
same service. 

The scilooner F1·ances, in 1905, paid $142 pilotage at Gulfport, 
and the British schooner Blomidon paid during the same year 
for the same service $44. These \essels are of about the same 
size. 

The F1·ed A . Dat;enport, in 1905, paid $156 pilotage at Gulf
port, and the schooner Fred W. Ayers paid $40 for substantially 
the same service. The only distinction known between' these two 
vessels is that the Da?Jenport is managed in Bath, 1\Ie., and the 
Fred W. Ayers is managed by an owner living in a Gulf port. 

These instances, undenied by the men who made the discrimi
nation, amply establish my contention. I suppose that I would 
hardly be expected to go over every single voyage that has been 
made out of Gulfport, 1\Iiss., during the last three or four years, 
but, if necessary, I could no doubt file a bill of particulars cov
ering the whole period. I assume that these facts were not 
known to the gentleman from Mississippi when he assumed the 
responsibility of denying that there was any such discrimina
tion. A system prostituted to such abuses ought not to be toler
ated when Congressional action can furnish the only practicable 
relief. · 

In Mobile, Ala., April 27, 1904, the schooner Gertrude Bm·tlet 
was charged $52 for pilotage ; on July 13, 1904, $49 for pilotage; 
on September 15, 1905, she was charged $52 for pilotage, and 
on December 7, 1905, $52 for pilotage, when a vessel of sub
stantially her size and carr~ing capacity would have been 
charged, under the same circumstances, if -she was managed 
outside of tile compulsory-pilotage zone, about $173. 

It is hardly necessary to multiply instances, particularly in 
view of the fact that no one at the hearing undertook to deny 
tilat the practice of discrimination was very general. 

It appeared in the case of the Plant Line, which plies between 
Tampa, Key West, and Habana, in the foreign trade, that they 
had succeeded in making an arrangement so that their expense 
for pilotage was only about $4 a trip, when the sail coastwise 
yessel making the same ports on a similar voyage would be com
pelled to pay about $240. And this is further emphasized by the 
fact that the Plant Line of steamers is engaged in tbe foreign 
trade, while the sail vessel would be engaged entirely in the 
domestic trade, plying between two ports in the same State. 
l\:Ir. O'Brien, who has for years been representing the pilots in 
opposition to this legislation, not only was not able to success
fully deny that these discriminations existed, but he himself 
adm_itted, as a witness before the committee, that he had made 
a contract of that character. His testimony is as follows : 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Is there any special arrangement at Key West with 
the Plant System, a foreign line? 

Captain O'BRIE:o<. I think there is. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What reduction does that foreign line get? 
Captain O'BRIE:o<. I do not know. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Did you not make the contract? 

Captain O'BiuEN. I made one contl·act, but they broke it. 
l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. Under the arrangement that you made, how much 

reduction was the !oreign line getting? 
Captain O'BRIEN. That is not a foreign line. It is owned by Mr. 

H. :M. Flagler and other gentlemen who are not any more foreigners 
than the State of. Maine people are. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. She sails foreign. What arrangement did you make 
with them? . 

Captain O'BRIEN. I think we made it a fractional part of the pilota'ge. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What fractional part? 
Captain O'BRIE~. I think it was one-hal" or three-fourths pilotage, 

but it did not last over a month. '.rhey broke that arrangement. I am 
not positive what the details were. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. You made it? 
Captain O'BRIE!'l. Yes, sir. 
l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. Did they refuse to pay it? 
Captain O'BRIE!'l. · I was not president of the National Pilots' Associa

tion at that time. They probably !ound that it was not within the Jaw 
and that the law would not permit it. 

The details in connection with this and other questions of 
fact which I discuss may be found in the report of the commit
tee, which I will annex as an appendix. 

To return to Wilmington, N. C. : The fact is that Wilmington 
ships lumber in large quantities to Baltimore, P hiladelphia, New 
Haven, Providence, Boston, and Portland, all of which goes by 
yes!:'el. Under these circumstances the fact that the gentleman 
from North Carolina only succeeded in inquiring about ship
ments to New York would look as though be did not have any 
very great desire to be placed in possession of all the informa
tion relating to this subject. 

Prior to March, 1905, when compulsory pilotage was in force, 
this port maintained forty pilots. Since it has been a free port, 
according to the statement of the president of the chamber of 
commerce, whose reliability and credibility are guaranteed by 
the Representative from his district, Mr. PATTERSON-

Ten pilots are now engaged in the business at this port, and the 
service is more sa.tis(actory and et/icie11t than it has been for more 
than ten years. There has not been a single disaster to shipping 
chargeable to the abolition of. compulsory pilotage or to inefficient pilot
age set·vice. and the commtwcial inten:sts of Wilmi ngton are highly 
pleased with the t·esult of the f r ee port. 

In Ilis report as president of the chamber of commerce, made 
in May, 190G, he made this further statement with reference to 
the change in the pilotage system : 

We have just completed the first year of our experience us a free 
port, and all the prophecies of. dire calamity-

" That lowered upon our house 
In thE) deep bosom of. the ocean buried "-

!or the 'record is without a single disaster chargeable to the abolition 
of compulsory pilotage laws. Two pilot crews are maintained at South
port, and commet·ce is n~cei~:ing better ser vice now than perhaps for 
fifteen years. With the abolition of compulsot·y laws the pilot-tugboat 
combination ten to pieces, and 10e now have competitiv e totcing, and 
shipping is most etrectttally served. 

Conditions cotad not be more satisfactory, nor could the 1cisdom of 
those tclw advocated a ft·ee port be mot·e perfectly vindicated. 

Please note the force of this disinterested and emphatic state-
ment. . 

The experience of the port of Wilmington, N. C., as taken 
from the highest and most reliable source of information, con
clusively demonstrates that that port is more efficiently and ef
fectively served under a free system of pilotage with ten pilots 
tilan it was with forty pilots under the old compulsory system. 
It conclusively demonstrates that life and property are better 
protected than under the old system. It shows, further, inas
much as the ten pilots are now amply sufficient for all the needs 
of that thriving, enterprising, and busy port, that during the 
compulsory pilotage period thirty pilots were being supported. 
and maintained by the sail fleet without rendering any efficient 
service of any kind for the tribute levied upon the sail coastwi e 
fleet. If we assume, in the absence of having received any in
formation upon that point from the pilots them elves-and the 
pilots have been very cai·eful to conceal the extent of compen.
sation which they have succeeded in receiving under compul
sory pilotage--that they have been receiving $2,000 per an
num each-and this, I think, would be a conservative e timate--
this means that the sail coastwise fleet has been paying to 
the pilots in Wilmington, N. C., prior to 1\farch, 1905, an an
nual and unnecessary tribute of $60,000. It will be difficult 
to imagine a more obvious and vicious illustration of unjustifia
ble legalized graft perpetrated under the forms of State legisla
tion. · This same condition, although . per }laps not quite to the 
extent indicated in Wilmington, beyond all question prevails in 
every southern port, as upon any decent business basis the com
pulsory pilotage system is supporting and maintaining a rela
tively 'xarge number of unnecessary pilots in each port. 

COMPE:-;SATION OF NORFOLK PILOTS. 
It is true that the port of Norfolk, Va., is a most conspicuous 

and vicious illustration of this palpable and unjustifiable graft. 
There is considerable controversy as to what sum per year the 
pilots are receiving in that port. It has been asserted that 
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they are receiving in the neighborhood of eight or nine thousand 
dollars a year each. . 

It is extremely significant, although this que_stion bas been 
pending for the last four or five years, and the compensation of 
the Norfolk pilots bas always been an important factor and a 
subject of acute discussion, that no one representing that pilot 
association bas ever undertaken to give to the committee or to 
the House any statement as to the sums actually received an
nua1ly by these pilots. The only suggestion that has ever been 
made in the way of criticism of the assertion that they are re
ceiving eight or nine thousand dollars a year is the statement 
made by the gentleman· from Virginia [:Mr. 1\iAYNARD], in whose 
dish·ict these pilots are located, that be does not " believe " they 
are receiving that sum. The fact that he has to rest his state
ment solely upon his belief, and entirely disclaims any knowl
edge, is extremely significant upon this proposition. I suppose 
no one will believe but that if he desired to do so, and the facts 
.were of such a character as to make it desirable to have them 
stated, he could ascertain from his constituents in forty-eight 
hours just exactly what the facts are in this regard. But be 
has been a member of the committee for at leasf two years, and 
has been involved in this agitation for a number of years, and 
. while this is an important fact involved in the · controversy, he 
has not succeeded during all this time in accumulating any defi
nite information upon this point. I think we may safely infer 
that if the information would be favorable to the pilots, definite 
and specific information would be very promptly forthcoming 
through him or through their representatives, so that it could 
reach the knowledge of the Bouse, and we have a right, cer
tainly, under the circumstances, to assume that they are receiv
ing compensation so large that they do not dare even disclose 
the amount. 

I have in my district 2,000 or 3,ooo· mechanics whose employ
ment is dependent upon the continuation of the shipbuilding 
industry. They are ship carpenters, ship joiners, blacksmiths, 
calkers, ironers, riggers, sailmakers, and so forth, and to-day, 
on account of the decadence of building wooden sailing vessels, 
they are practically without employment in their respective 
trades, and this, remember, is the labor in only one distrjct, 
other sections being also largely interested. The imposition of 
this unjust burden of compulsory pilotage is one of the principal 
causes contributing to this decline. The facts as to this decline 
I shall state more in detail .hereafter. These men are good citi~ 
zens, intelligent, industrious, thrifty, and law-abiding. They do 
not see any good reason why the industry in which they are in
terested should be subjected to an unnecessary burden contribut
ing to their being deprived of an opportunity to render an honest 
day's work for an honest day's wage in order that the pilots in 
Norfolk, Va., for instance, may receive $9,000 per annum or 
less or a sum that· they do not dare disclose, as the result of this 
monopolistic burden. And, as the case shows, no one of these 
pilots in eighteen years has rendered any practical service to a 
sail vessel. It is admitted that tn this port the 8ystem is main
tained for tribute pure and simple, as licenses are issued to ves
sels to use that port without a pilot-that is, the owners pay 
for the privilege of navigating their own vessels. They toil not, 
neither do .they spin, yet with diligent persistence and insistence 
they gather into barns in order that they may live lives of opu
lence, hixury, and leisure, while hundreds of laboring me.ri in 
my district, in order that this interesting proceeding may con
tinue undisturbed, are not able to get an opportunity to work 
and get a fail· return for service actually rendered. 

It is true that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PRINCE], sup
posedly desirous of information in connection with the merits of 
this controversy, inquired of the gentleman from Wiseonsin [Mr. 
MINOR] whether any labor organizations were supportinO'· this 
bill, conveying the inference that the labor organizations"' were 
arrayed against this bill and therefore it ought not to pass. I 
have just called attention to the fact that from two to three 
thousand of the finest laboring men in this country, livinO' -in 
my district, are vitally interested in its passage, and that their 
opportunity for employment to a large degree depends thereon. 
I do not know whether they are or are not fully or thoroughly or
ganized: I do know that in every proper legitimate method they 
have expressed themselves as anxious to have this legislation 
passed. I do not understand that they are affiliated with the . 
American Federation of Labor. I hope, however that the inter
ests and desires of two to three thousand men' in my district 
who labor will receive at least the same consideration from the 
sentimental standpoint as those of 130 pilots, many of· whom 
never lal;>or, who happen to be organized and affiliated with the 
'American Federation of Labor; unless, to be sure, it may appear 
that the Members of the House are to proceed upon the closed
shop idea, and entirely ignore the interests of laboring men who 
do not happen to be members of the American Federation of 

Labor and hold that unless they belong to the Federation they 
have no rights that this generation of statesmen are bound to 
respect. 

I have said that there were 130 pilots interested in this bill 
and this leads me to call attention to the fact that 1\Ir. O'Brie~ 
has circulated considerable literature in relation to this question 
among which is a letter dated January 17, 1906, in which h~ 
Says: 

I_t was stated in the committee that this bill affected 130 pilots 
wh1le in fact it affects directly or indirectly 1,000 pilots. ' 

It is true that it was stated in the committee that it affected 
130 pilots, and it is also true that this statement was . made by 
Mr. O'Brien, who testified before the committee, as will be seen 
on page 17 of the hearings, as follows : 

Ur1 LITTLEFIELD. How many pilots would be affected by this bill? 
Mr. O'BRIEN. One hundred and thirty. • 
It is hardly necessary to comment upon the two statements 

made by this representative of the pilots' association. 
• THE BUBDEN ON THE SAIL FLEET. 
~he effect of this burden upon the sail coastwise fleet is, I 

t~mk, ml'!de too obvious for discussion by simply citing, as I 
w1ll, the results in connection with a few vessels . 

The schooner Bene O'Neil, which was purchased in June, 
1904, produced, from 1904 to 1906, in two years and four months 

"of time, total net earnings of $3,180. She cost $15 000. The 
earnings, without the payment of insurance, amount~d to only 
9.1 I?er cent per year. Upon this vessel, on account of her age,' 
the msurance was 11 per cent per annum. Some of her owners 
insured and some did not insure. Those that did not insure 
of course, in effect insured themselves. The net result of th~ 
ope~·ation of the vessel . is, of course, to be reckoned upon the 
basis of the payment of insurance. If insurance had been paid 
on this vessel, instead of there being any net return from her 
she would have shown a loss of 1.9 per cent. 

The schooner Catherine Monahan was a new vessel launched
in 1904, and up to October, 1906, she had made net e~rnings of 
$9,400. · She cost $45,000. The insurance upon her was 8 per 
cent per annum. Her net earnings, without paying insurance, 
were 10.5 per cent, and after the payment of insurance it left 
only 2t per cent for interest on the investment and deprecia
tion. The estimate for depreciation is about 5 per cent per an
num. No depreciation was estimated in the case of the Belle 
O'Neil, above referred to. 

PILOT.AC~ FREQUENTLY EXCEEDS KET EAJtNINGS. 
The sc.hooner Winfred A. Fo'ra.n, from :May, 1905, to January, 

1906, pa1d $1,200. She cost $17,000. Her net earnings would 
equal 10.5 per cent per year. She insured at 8 per cent, which 
would leave only 2.5 . per cent for depreciation and iri.terest. 
puring the period in which she paid $1,200, without reckoning 
msurance_ to her owners, she paid out in pilotage something like 
$1,300. . -
. A sample trip of the Winf1'ed A. Foran is illuminating on the 
point of the proportion that the pilota·ge fees bear to the divi
dends paid to the owners. On her trip from June 7 to August 9, 
1905, she paid in pilotage fees $326.80, and on that same trip 
was able to pay to her owners only $200. . 

In the case of the schooner Laura C. Henderson, the owners 
were compelled to pay $562.50 after a charge had been made of 
$662.50 in one trip, a large portion of which was caused by 
reason of the fact that they were obliged to make a harbor with 
a sick sailor and were required to pay pilotage in and out, even 
under those circumstances ; and in this instance the· vessel had 
the services of a tug, which rendered the services of the pilot in 
every sense unnecessary. . 

Between September, 1905, and October, 1906, the schooner 
S. M. Bi'rd paid out in pilotage a little over $1,400, and during 
that same time divided to her owners less than $800. 

The barkentine F 'rances, on a voyage from Norfolk to Charles
ton and return, paid out in pilotage $270, and on the same trip 
the owners had left for her dividends $97.06. The schooner 
John R. Bergen paid in four months in 1904 $752 for pilotage, 
and during the same time paid to h~r owners only $1 000 in 
dividends. ' 

The schooner Lau'ra, on a voyage from New York to Charles
ton and return, paid out in pilotage $173.22, and paid to her 
owners $312.55. 

On the very next trip, to the same place and return she paid 
in pilotage $179, and to her owners $116.32 . . These ~re simply 
sample illustrations, which could be duplicated indefinitely if I 
desired to go over the history of the sail coastwise fleet during 
the last eight or ten year·s. 

·DECLUOJ IN BUILDING SAIL VESSELS. 
As a result of this condition, it is not surprising that the con· 

struction of vessels subject to this southern pilot tax has been 
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steadily decreasing and bas now nearly ceased. For years. prior 
to 1904 there were more wooden vessels built in the district that 
I have the honor to represent than in all the rest of the United 
States put together. This includes the Atlantic and Pacific 
coa. ts and the Great Lakes. Bath is by all odds the most im
portant shipbuilding point in the district and . for wooden ves
sels in the United States. The following extract from the prin
cipal new ·paper printed in Bath is eloquent upon this point: 

[Bath Daily Times.] 
THE YEAR'S RECOR{}--XOT OXE TO WIIICH BATH CAN POINT WITH PRIDE. 

'l'he year 1905 was a most unfortunate one for Bath shipyards so far 
as the amount of tonnage built and launched is concerned, thereby mak
ing the year appear small in comparison with many previous years. 
There were but eight vessels built, all schooners, and their aggregate 
tonnage was 8,454, divided among the following vessels: 

Tonnage. 

~~~ry;x"r. B~~i?f:~·~====================================== 
1

' A~~ 
Orleans -------------------------------------------------- 758 

~~~~~ A
1

;Je ::~=======:================================= ~~~ llerbert D. Maxwell ------------------------- -------------- 772 
Da'vis Palmer -------------------------------------------- 2, 965 Robert P. Murphy_ _____ _________ ___________________ ____ ___ 697 

The comparison in the amount of tonnage with previous years is as 
follows: · 

Tons. 
1905, 8 vessels __ .________________________________________ _ 8, 45 
1904, 26 vessels------------------------------------------ 26,6 3 
1903, 23 vessels-------------------------~---------------- ~5, 149 1902, 26 vessels ___________ ____ ___ _________ __ _____________ 31,663 
1901, 28 vessels _____ _____________________________________ 33, 563 
1000, 35 vessels __________________________________________ 41,532 

This discrimination again t the sail and in favor of the steam 
coastwise fleet, largely producing these results, is a direct sub
sidy to the steam fleet, a subsidy to corporate as again t indi
vidual intere. t ·. Opposition to this bill means special privi
leges to steam ves els as against equal privileges to all vessels. 

To-uny there is but one wooden vessel on the stocks in Bath 
·and but one other in the balance of my district. These facts 
show why it is that throughout my district such a large number 
of intelligent and capable mechanics are to-day deprived of 
their regular employment. 

The people in my district are by no mean those who are alone 
intere ted, a the ve el · are owned to a very large extent out
side the district, some having from 50 to 100 owners scattered 
all along the coast and over the country. 

All the commerce up and down the coast is interested to wipe 
out this burden, and with practical unanimity is urging the 
passage of this bill. 

It is true that in the course of this debate in opposition to 
this bill various suggestions and insinuations have been made 
in relation to other matters that have no connection of any kind 
with the bill pending before the House, made, no doubt, for the 
purpo~e of di>erting discussion from the pending b~ll. As to 
all suggestions or insinuations of that character, it is only nec
e "~ary to say that they are entirely immaterial, their introduc
tion was lmju tifiable, their purpose was easily apprehended, 
and I have no occasion at this time to either directly or indi
rertly make any further reference thereto. 

Finally, I submit, l\Ir. Speaker, that if the que tion of labor 
is entitled to conRideration in connection with this conh·oversy, 
from 2,000 to 3,000 men in one district desiring work are entitled 
to more consiueration than 130 men, the great majority of whom 
render no service and receive compensation for service never 
rendered; that as to the fact whether they are or are not in 
either in. tance federated with any labor organization should 
not affect their rights and intere3ts in a matter of this kind; 
that the facts in this case clearly show that there is to
day ample tonnage enaaged in the foreign trade to maintain 
and ·upport all the pilots necessary for its use or its legiti
mate service in this territory; that the expenditure of millions 
and millions of dollars upon the improvement of harbors in the 
southern territories for the sole, express, and only purpose of 
maintaining them safe nncl approachable for all commerce has 
now placed them in a position where they are not entitled to 
insi t upon le\ying tl'ibute upon this sail coastwise fleet in order 
that they may be in a position to render service to another and 
inde11endent branch of the merchant marine principally owned 
and conducted lJy foreigners ; that comparing the compul ory 
pilotage territory with that where ·pilotage i free, the record, 
wllicll can not be contro>erted." demonstrates beyond all <!Ontro
versy that the protection of life, person, and property is vastly 
better conser>ed in the territory where the pilotage is open to 
free competition and dependent upon actual services rendered 
than in the t erritory where the other system prevails; that there 
is nothing in apy of the facts that ~ill justify tile House in 
:(urther continuing the oppres. i>e monopoly and handicap that 
now exists in favor of the steam coastwise tonnage, largely 

owned by great corporate interests, against the sail coastwise 
fleet, which is the property . of individual owners and is il1de
pendently competing for its existence. 

APPENDIX. 

[House Report No. 1482, F~ty-ninth Congress, first session.] 
DISCRIMINATIO~ AGAINST SAILIXG VESSELS IN COASTI~G TRADE. 

February 19, 1906.-Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, from the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, submitted the following report: · 

[To accompany H. R. 5281.] 
The Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was 

referred the bill (H. R. 5281) entitled "A bill to remove discrimination 
against ·American sailing :vessels in the coasting trade," having given 
the same careful consideration recommend that it do pass. 

This bill extends to coastwise sailing vessels in the southern watet'S 
from Norfolk to Galveston the same rights which Congress has already 
grantea to their competitors, the coastwise steamer , in- those same 
waters, and which both sail and steam vessels enjoy on all the rest of 
the At lantic coast, the Pacific coast, and on the Great J,akes and all 
rivers, i. e., the right to enter and leave those ports without paying 
for pilots when they do not use them and do not need them. . 

. It afiects the -profits, according to the official representative of the 
ptlots, of about 130 men, who now have a monopoly of the piloting 
business in those ports, neither the State nor the municipality being a 
sharer in the money thus collected. 

It removes discriminating laws which are a relic of days when 
harbors were practically unmarked by light-ships, light-houses, and 
buoys, channels dredged and uncharted, and towboats, commanded by 
thei r own expert local pilots, taking vessels into and out of harbors 
unknown. 

It enables. American sailing vessels seeking shelter from the storm 
to enter those harbors, upon which the Govemment bas spent so many 
millions to make them safely navigable, without being taxed for the 
privilege by private individuals whom they neither need nor use, just 
as such vessels freely enter all other ports and the southern port of 
Wilmington, N . C., since March, 1905, when that port was made free 
in both foreign and coastwise trade. . . 

It has · no reference to nor etfect upon the general pilot system of 
the country, and therefore the great bulk of the objections and pt·o
!ests urged against the bill before the committee have no bearing upon · 
1L It does not, as has been often erroneously a serted, prevent or 
attempt to prevent sail vessels from employing a local pilot, but leaves 
them entirely free to employ one if they need him, in which case they 
~~ ~h~~: pay for the service, as for any other service actually rendered 

In addition to the report of this committee made last year and an
nexed hereto and made a part of this report, it may be said that the 
mass of resolutions, petitions, letters, and telegrams from the great 
producers and shippers in the Southern State to this committee and 
the members thereof, herein quoted and summarized, is such as to 
command the utmost consideration and respect. 

DELAWAllE. 

Ron. CHARLES H. CROS\"ENOR, 
WIL'MIXGTO~, DEL., January 10, 1906. 

Chai1·man Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
We wish to advocate vigorously passage of Littlefield bill abolishing 

compulsory pilotage. 
BUSH & RA-YNER. 

FLORilll . 

lion. Cn.~s. II. Gr.osYEXOR. 
LI\E OAK, FLA., Ja1Hta1'Y 9, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

'Ye own and operate two large sawmills, producing 100,000 feet of 
lumber daily ; are large producers of naval stores : owners of timber 
land and managers of the Li>e Oak Ferry and Gulf Railway 'om
vany . We believe that the interests of manufacturers, shippers, and 
property owners in this State will benefit by the passage of the anti
compulsory pilotage bill and we urge its passage. 

THE DAWLL G LBR. AND N. S. Co. 

lion. C. H. GROSVENOR. 
JA-CKSONVILLE, FLA.., Janua1·y 11, 1906. 

Chairman House Comntittee, Washington, D. C.: 
We are large shippers of yellow-pine lumber from this port, Fer

nandina, and Gulf ports, and most urgently wish the passage of the 
anticompulsory pilotage bill. 

ROBT. SIZER & Co. 

Ron. C. H . GROSYE~on, 
WATERTOWX, FLA., Janum·y 9, 1906. 

Chairman House Committee on 
Merchant Ma1·ine and F''isllcrics , 

Washington, D. C.: 
We think the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill now before Con

gress should be passed and strongly urge same. We being large saw
mill owners, shippers from Fernandina and Jacksonville, timbered-land 
proprietors, and extensive operators in naval store , believe it will pro
mote our interests as well a other producers in the 'outh. 

EAST CoAsT L :UBER Co:uPAXY. 

Hon. C. H. GROS\EXOR, 
JACKSOXVILLE, FLA.., January 10, 1906. 

Chai.rman Mer·chant Mar-inc ancl F 'isherics Committee, 
House of Represen tati~:es, Washington, D. C.: 

I respectfully urge passage of Littlefield anticomptllsory pilotage bill . 
I am one of the largest shippers of railroad ties and lumber from Jack
sonville, Fernandina, and Brunswick ; heavily interested in timber and 
other property in this State, and believe this bill should pass in the in
terest of all producers and shippers and that it will be a benefit to the 
South. 

DEXTER IIU~TER. 
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lion. C. H. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

JACKSO~VILLE, FLA., January 10, 1906. 

"\Ve, as lumber and cross-tie manufacturers and naval stores' operators 
in this State, advocate the passage of the Littlefield anticompulsory 
pilotage bill. 

Jl.JMPIRE LUMBER COMPANY. 

WHITE SPRINGS, FLA., January 8, 1906. 
Hon. C. H. GROSVENOR, . 

· Ollait·man Merchant Ma1'ine and Fishel'ies Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We own 200,000 acres of timber la:Qd, three large ·sawmills, and 
operate a railroad, and we strongly urge the passage of the anticom
pulsory pilotage bill. 

Ron. Cf!.A.S. H. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

R. J. & B. F. CAMP LBR. Co. 

LAKE CITY, FLA., Januat·y 10, 1906. 

We own 150,000 acres of timber and operate two large sawmills at 
Dunnellon and Crystal River, Fla. We believe the interests of shippers, 
manufacturers, and property owners in this State will be benefited by · 
the passage of the anticompulsory pilotage bill, and we strongly urge its 
passage. 

. CRYSTAL RIVER LUMBER Co. 

JACKSONVILLE, FLA., Janttm·y 10, 1906. 
Hon. C. H. GRos>E~OR, 

Ohai-rman Merc1Hntt Mm·ine and Fisheries Comntittee, 
Washington, D. C. : 

We are sawmill owners and shippers from this port. Urgently re
quest the passage of the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bilL 

. E.!.GLEl MILLS LUMBER COMPANY. 

GAINESVILLE, FLA., Janum·y 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. H. GROS\EXOR, 

Washington, D. c.: 
While we are large shippers of phosphate rock to foreign ports and 

the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill has very little etl'ect either 
way on our business, still we are especially interested that all laws 
affecting the shipping business through our southern ports shall be of 
such a nature as to render every possible advantage and be just and 
right, and feeling the injustice of the existing law of compulsory pilot-. 
·age, we most heartily indorse the pending Littlefield bill. 

DUTTON PHOSPHATE COi\IPA~Y. . 
JACKSONVILLE, FLA., January 11, 1906. 

·non. C. H. GROSVEXOR, 
Chairmart MeTcha11t Marine and F 'ish cr"ies, 

Washing~on, D. ,e.: 
We most urgently advocate passage of anticompulsory bill. We are 

sawmill owners and have large timber interests in this State. 
STANDARD CYPRESS Co. 

JACKSOXTILLE, F.LA., January 11, 1906. 
Ron. CII.As. H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We are owners of over 300,000 acres timber land in this State; man

ufacturers of railroad ties and timber, and strongly urge passagr. of 
Littlefield anticompulsory bill, believing it will benefit this State and all 
the South. 

THE ATLANTIC LUMBER. Co. 

_ JACKSONVILLE, FLA., Janum·y 11, 1906. 
Ron. C. H. GROSVE::-IOR, 

Chai1·man Merchant Marine and Fisheries Comm,ittcc, 
Washington, D. c:: 

We are greatly in favor of passage of Littlefield anticompulsory 
pilotage bill. We are large sawmill and landowners at Otto Creek, 
li'la., and shippers from Jacksonville and Fernandina. 

BLISS & VANCKER. 

NEW YORK, January 16, 1906. 
W. D. CASH, Key West, Fla. : 

Please wire, collect, if Plant Line steamers coming from Habana and 
going to Habana, in and out Key West, take pilots, and the amount of 
pilotage they pay. Do you know of any special arrangements they 
have? Wire fnlly. 

N. A. BEXNER & co. 

N. A. BENXER & Co., 
KEY WEST, FLA., January 11, 1906. 

77 Water· St1·eet, 1\euJ Yor lt, N.Y.: 
Plant Line steamers from Key West to Habana, Habana to Key West, 

pay special rate pilotage $1,300 year. 
. W. D. CASH. 

KEY WEST, FLA., January 11, 1906. 
N. A. BENXER & Co., 

77 Watct· Street, New Yo1·1~ City: 
Plant Line do .not take pilots, but pay special rate mentioned. w. D. CASII. 

- '-
W. J. H. TAYLOR, Key West, Fla.: 

NEW YORK, Janum·y 16, 1906. 
Please wire, collect, if Plant Line steamers, coming from Habana and 

going to Habana, in and out Key West, take pilots, and the amount of 
pilotage they pay. Do you know of any special arrangements they 
have ? Wire fully. -

N. A. BE:XNER & co. 

KEY WEST, FLA., Januar y 11, 1906. 
N. A. BEXXER & Co., 

'ii lVater Street, Kew York CUy: 
Plant Line steamers do not take pilots eithel· coming or going to 

Habaua from Key West. Pilots have a special agreement with man-

ager of P. & 0. Steamship Company for $1,300 per year covering all 
their ships for pilotage. · 

W. J. H . TAYLOR. 

NEW YORK, January 16, 1906. 
JOHN T. GUNN, Tampa, Fla.: 

Please ascertain and wire, collect, to-day if Plant's steamers running 
Habana employ pilots going in and out Port Tampa. Do you know of 
any special arrangement they have? If so, wire fully. 

N. A. BENNER & Co. 

TA:IlPA, FLA., Jantt-ary 16; 1906. 
N. A. BENNER & Co., 

77 Water Str·eet, New York: · 
Steamers do not employ pilots. Captains have coastwise license. 

If. any _special arrangements is at Key West from Habana. 
. JOB~ T. GG~~. 

GEORGIA. 
ATLANT~, GA., JaltU(lry 10, 1906. 

Hon.C~a,!;;td;f~:~~~~{t Mat·ine and Fi.sheries Committee: 
.As owners of timber lands and sawmills and as lumber shippers we 

urge the prompt passage of Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill, 
as in our interest, in the interest of all southern timber land and saw
mill owners, and in order to place sail vessels on equal terms with 
steam vessels. · 

U:~HO~ PINOPOLIS SAW "MILLS. 

ASHBURN, GA.., Jantta1"Y 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVEXOR, 

Washington D. C.: 
Owning sawmills and timber lands, we ask for the early enactment 

of the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill, so as to put an end to 
the unfair discrimination against sail vessels in the coast trade and 
as in the interest of southern merchants, shippers, and vessel owners. 

S. BETTS COMPA~Y. 

TIFTOX, GA., Janttat·y 10, 1906. 
Ron. Cn.A.s. H. GROStE~OR, 

Chairman Me1·chant Madne and Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C · · 

We earnestly urge enactment Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage 
bill, being sawmill operators and owners of timber land in Georgia. 

ENSIGN 0SKAI\IP COMP..L'fY. 

TIFTO~, GA., January 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Merchant Marine and Fish eries Committee, 
lVash~ngton, D. C.: 

Representing large sawmill interest and tilnber owners 
Earnestly beg that you pass H. R. bill 5281, to remove 
tions against sail vessels. 

in Florida. 
discrimina-

GEORGIA-FLORIDA MILL CO:\IPA.NY. 

TIFTON, GA., Janttat"Y 10, 1906. 
I:lon. C. H. GROSYEXOR, 

Chairman Me1·chant Ma1··ine and Fishet·ics, 
Washington, D. c.: 

As producers and manufacturers of lumber, sawmill and timber
land owners in Georgia request passage of Littlefield anticompulsory 
llilotage bill. 

ENSIGN LUMBER COMPA..."'<Y. 

ATLANTA; GA., J anttary 9, 1906. 
Hon. ·c. H. GEOSVENOR, . 

Cltainnan Ho·ttse Met·chant Mat'ine and Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

As representing timber lands and as shippers of lumber we urgently 
request passage of House bill 5281, to remove discriminations against 
American sailing vessels in the coasting trade. 

E~TERPRISE L UMBER COliPAXY. 

TIFTOx, GA., Jarwar y s, 1906. 
Ron. C. H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairnwn Mer·chant Mar·ine and Fi-sher-ies Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Having large sawmill, timber land, and vessel interests, respectfully 
urge enactment Littlefield bill to abolish compulsory pilotage on sail 
vessels in coasting trade. 

H. H. TEFT. 

- A'I'LANTA, GA.., Janttm"Y 9, 1906. 
Hon. C. H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman- Me1·cllant Mar,tne and Fi-sheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Am . shlpplng . phosphate rock Tampa to Gulfport and paying four 
unnecessary pilotages every voyage. Vessel towing in and out of each 
port, and compulsory employment · of State pilot grossly unjus t and 
great · hardship on shippers, vessel owners, and consumers; hence 1Jrge 
prompt passage Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill. 

McKixG. 

DARIEN, GA., Janum·y 11, 1906. 
non. CHA~. H. GROSVENOR, Washington, D. c.: 

Representing and owning sawmills and timber lands in the State of 
Georgia, and shipping annually over 60,000,000 feet, we strongly urge 
the passage of the Littlefield pilotage bill, IT. R. 5281. 

HILTON & DoDGE f.JUUBER Co~IPA.NY. 

M.A.INE. 
PORTLAND, ME., Januat·y 11, 1906. 

Hon. C. H. GROSYENOR,
Washington, D . C.: 

We feel that the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill is ju'st &nd 
right, and we urge its passage. , 

RANDELL & MCALLISTER. 
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[Brotherhood of Boiler Makers- and · Iron-Ship Builders of America, 
affiliated with American Federation of Labor, 1886.] 

BATII, ME., Febntary 9, 1906. 
Hon. CHAnLES H. GROSVE!iOR, 

Chairman of Merchant Marine ana Fisheries Committee. 
DEAR SIR : At the last regular meeting of the Boiler Makers' and 

I ron-Ship Builders' Union, compris-ing over 400 men, it was voted that 
a communication be sent your honorable body urging that you do all 
in your pov;er to abolish compulsory pilotage on coastwise shipping in 
soui.hem ports, as we honestly believe that it is detrimental to our 
interests. 

Very respectfully, WILLIAM Do!iNELL, Secretary. 

[Bath Central Labor Union, affiliated with A. F. of L.] 

Hon. CHARLES H . GROSVENOR, 
BA'l'H, ME., Febr·!~ary 9, 1906. 

Cllainnan of Merchant Marine ana Fisheries Committee. 
DEAn Sm: At the last regular meeting of the Bath Central Labor 

Union, comprising over 600 men, it was voted that a communication 
be sent your honorable body urging that you do all in your power to 
abolish compulsory pilotage on coastwise shipping in southern ports, 
as we honestly believe that it is detrimental to our interests. 

Very respectfully, 
WILLIAJ.I DOXNELL, Secretary. 

C. II. GROSVENOR, 
BATH, ME., January n, 1!106. 

Merchant Mm·ine atta Fishet··ies Committee, 
Washingtot~, D . 0.: 

Use best effCtrts to pass pilot bill, and' have prayer~ of all vessel 
owners. 

G. c. DEERING Co. 

PORTLAND, ME., January ll, 1906. 
Hon. C. H . GROSYENOR, M. C., 

Washington, D . 0 .: 
Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill coming 

to-day should be passed by all means ; it would be 
shipping in this country. 

before committee 
a great benefit to 

EDW. L . Foss . . 

Hon. C. H . GROSVEXOR, 
PORTLL'II,"'D, ME., January ll, 1906. 

Merchant Mar·ine Committee, Washington, D . C. : 
L ittlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill most vitally important. 

JAMES W. PAnKER, Shipowner. 

Hon. C. II. Gnosv-ENOR, 
Washingt01t, D. 0. : 

BATH, ME., January ll, 1906. 

It is of vital importance that bill abolishing compulsory pilotage be 
passed. 

J. W. HAWLEY, Vessel Agent. 

Hon. C. H. GROSVE. ·on, . 
-BATH, ME., January ll, 1906. 

Washington, D . a.: 
We earnestly urge the abolishment compulsory pilotage. Of great 

importance to our shipping intere~t. 
PERCY & SMALL. 

Hon. C. H. GROSVEXOR, 
BATH, ME., January 11, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine ana Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D . a.: 

It is of vital importance to our shipbuilding that compulsory pilot
age be abolished. 

JAS. B . DRAKE & SONS, 
Shipowne,·s. 

PORTLAND, ME., January 10, 1906. 
lion. C. H . GROSVENOR, M . C., 

Washington, D. C.: 
Consider passage Littlefield anticomJ?ulsory pilotage bill very neces-

aary; present law det:rimental all shippmg. . 
CENTRAL WHARF TOWBOAT COMPANY. 

Hon. C. H . GROSVE...'WR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

PORTLAND, ME., January ll, 1906. 

We strongly urge passage Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill 
coming before committee to-day. . 

w. S. JORD~~ & Co. 

PORTLAND, ME., January 10, 1!)06. 
H on. C. H . Gnos-vEXOR, 

Merchant Mm'ine Committee, Washington, D . C. : 
We urge passage Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage. bill coming be

fore committee to-morrow. Passage . of ·this bill will benefit shipping 
materially. 

Hon. C. H. Gnos~oR, 
Washington, D . 0 .: 

J . S . WINSLOW & Co. 

PORTLAND, l\I:EJ., January ll, 1906. 

I trust committee will favorably consider passage Littlefield anti
compulsory pilotage bill now under advisement. 

W.ll . L . B LAKE. 

UARYLAND. 
BALTUIORE, MD., January ..f, 1906. 

Hon. FRANK C. WACHTER, 
Baltimore, Ma. 

DEAR Sm: The undersigned, citizens of ·Baltimore, who a re ship
owners, ship captains, ship brokers, ~;Jhip chandlers, lum ber mer chants; 

fertilizer manufacturers, phosphate rock miners, phosphate rock ship
pers, coal miners, coal merchants, receivers and hlppers of miscella
neous cargoes, and others, interested in the transportation of cargoes _ 
from southern ports to Baltimore and Baltimore to southern ports, re
s-pectfully request you to give favorable consideration and urge the 
prompt passage of H. R. 5281, entitled "A bill to remove discrimina-· 
tion against American sailing vessels in the coasting trade, '1 to the end 
that relief may be afforded from an injustice that is steadily ruining 
our sailing-vessel business. 

The passage of this bill will not affect the present pilotage system 
in our State, and your efforts to lielp secure its enactment will be 
greatly appreciated by the undersigned. 

Davis Coal and Coke Company, E. Kelly Rothstin, m11n· 
ager; C. W. Hendley & Co., C. W. Hendley; W. K . 
Niver Coal Company, by J . W. Galloway ; J . Stuart 
Traney & Co. ; P . M. Wimble; Grange & Lewis; I. J, 
Beacham & Bro.; The Hubbard Fertili.zer Company 
of Baltimore City, -Howard Hubbard, secretary and 
treasurer; S. M. Hamilton Coal Company, Irving 
Adams, secretary and treasm:er ; - Black-Sheridan
Wilson Company, Van Lear Black, treasurer; S. M. 
Johnson & Son Coal Company, Robert R. Marchant, 
treasurer; Maryland Transportation Company, B. L. 
Henderson, secretary-b·easurer; Geo. W. Jones & 
Co., ship brokers; Fred L . Clayton & Co., ship 
brokers and commission met·chants; Allston Stewart 
& Co. ; Claridge & Woodall, shipowners; Thos. H. 
White & Co. ; The American Towing and Lightering 
Company, R . J . Bradford, secretary and b·easurer ; -
Ryland & Brooks Lumber Company, Spottswood 
Bird, treasurer: Greenleaf .Johnson Lumber Com
pany, per W. F. Harrison · Wathen & Hooper, ship 
brokers ; William D. Gill & Son ; Thos. Matthews & 
Son ; Geo. -· F . Sloan & Bro. ; Spedden Shipbuilding 
Company, per H. Addiser; E . J . Codd Company ; 
Thos. McCosker & Co. ; Harry G. Skinner; Gray, 
Irelan & Co.; S. B . Marts Co., Jos. W. Brooks, sec
retary-treasurer ; Maryland Coal and Coke Company, 
Henry G. Brown, president ; Hite & Rafetto, G. R . 
Gaven, manager; The Armour Fertilizer Works, J . . 
Allen Moore, manager; Merchants' Coal Company, 
C. W. Atkinson, treasurer ; Georges Creek Coal and 
Iron Company, by William H . Cooper, treasurer ; John 
D . Adams; Griffith & Boyd; Philip Weaver & Son 
Towing Company; G. Qber & Sons Company, J no. K . 
Ober, vice-president; The Miller Fertilizer Company, 
Thomas H. Roberts, president ; John A. Boyce ; 
J. D. Sproul, . master schooner Aur;ttstus Welt; 
Lynah & Read ; Baugh & Sons Company, per A. G. 
Pinkerto ; C. -c. Paul & Co. ; J. D. Harvey, ma!'lter 
schooner Sallie a.- Moirt·e; Piedmont-Mount Airy 
Guano Company, E. W. Leve'l:ing, president; Key
stone Coal and · Coke Company, W . Burk Stewart, 
manager; William E . Woodall, si·., shipbuilder ; 
Thos. C. Brook & Co., H. Allidleter, president ; Maury 
Railway Machinery and Boiler Works. J. J . Covel, 
secretary ; 0. Reeder & Son, per C. H. Reeder ; Chas. 
L. Rohde & Son; Michael K. Cathall. 

BALTIMORE, MD., January 9, 1906. 
CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0. : 
We urge the passage of the Littlefield liill abolishing compulsory , 

pilotage as an unnecessary ~xpense . GEo. F . SLOL"N' & Bno. 

Hon. C. E . LITTLEFIELD, 
BALTIMORE, Jl.~ . , January 19, 1906. 

House of Representatives, Washington D. 0 . 
DEAJl SIR : We take the liberty of suggesting that we think your 

efforts to suppress the compulsory pilot charges should have the recog
nition and support of all those who have been imposed on for ·years. 

We have a line of barges, entirely dependent on tugboats for move
ment, trading from James River points to New York, and, notwithstand
ing the tugs have Government pilots aboard, we are compelled to pay 
the Virginia Pilots' Association, a body . which we understand is not 
even incorporated, a yearly fee of 10 cepts per ton for the privilege 
of going and coming through the Capes. 

We are writing our Representatives, Messrs. TALBOTT, WACHTER, and 
:MUDD, urging them to s-tand· by you, and hope before long to see the 
end of this odious custom, which in our case particulai'ly is nothing 
more than a " hold up." The pilots render us no service whatever. 

Respectfully, yours, 

The Ilon. Mr. LITTLEFIELD, 

THE P. DOUGHERTY CO. 
THOS . F. MCHUGH. 

BALTIMORE, Jmwary 18, 1!)06. 

Membe-r of House of Rep1·esentatives, Washington, D. C. 
SIR: \Ve note in to-day's press an item relating to a "Protest from 

pilots,'' against your bill now before the House .of Represe~tatives. In 
this c<mnection we beg to enter our protest agamst the tnbute exacted 
of us and others so engaged in the coastwise trade under the com
pulsory pilotage laws n ow in force in Virginia and other southern 
ports. - · . 

Our tugs and barges arc principally engaged in the coastwise trade 
towing barges coal laden between Virginia and New Bngland ports, 
and the respective masters of our tugs hold Federal license, issued by 
the local steamboat inspectors, covering the Atlantic coast and tribu
taries. Yet, notwithstanding this fact, when our barges in tow of our 
tuo-s arrive at Virginia or other southern ports for cargo, we are com
peiled to either pay pilotage fees or purchase a yearly license on all 
of our barges, simply for the privilege of entering and leaving port. 

In view of the fact that the pilots of said ports do not render any 
service whatsoever, but only speak the barges when they arrive and 
have be-en moored by our tugs, it would appear to our m ind ·as nothing 
more ot· less than tribute. These barges can not move or shift without 
the power of the tug and are under the care and direction of the mas
ters of said tugs, who, a s stated .above, hold Federal license govern ing 
such waters. 
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We therefore urge and request the repeal of the present comp.ulsory 

pilotage laws. 
'ery respectfully, yours, R. J. BRADFORD, 

Secretary and Treasttt·m·. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 
OFFICE OF THE CHINA MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY, 

Boston, Januat·y 5, 1906. 
CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, Esq., 

Chairman Met·challt Marine and F ·isheries Co1ntnittce, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR SIR: We are pleased to express our approval of House bill No. 
5281, introduced in the House of Representatives by Representative 
LITTLEFIELD, of Maine, "A bill to remove discrimination against Ameri
can sailing vessels in the coasting trade." We understand that pilotage 
on our coastwise sailing fleet is not now compulsory in many of th~ 
States, and can be and is evaded in others by vessels taking out yearly 
licenses. We are inclined to think that a vessel making or leaving 
port in tow to be as safe if not safer without a local pilot, and in fact 
believe that the abolishment of compulsory pilotage on vessels cove~ed 
by this bill will be a good thing for the safety of life and property. 
Remaining, 

Yours, very truly, EDMUND A. PooLE, Prestclent. 

OFFICE OF FIELD & COWLES, 
Bo~ton,, January 5, 1906. 

CHARLES H. GROSVE::-IOR, Esq., 
Chairman ~Merchant Mm··ine and Fisltet·ies bo·mniittee, 

Washington, D.' C. 
DEAR SIR: We talce pleasure in expressing our approval of House bill 

No. 5281, introduced in the House of Representatives by Representative 
LITTLEFIELD, of Maine, entitled, "A bill to remove discrimination against 
American sailing vessels in the coasting trade." ' 

Pilotage on our coastwise sailing fleet is not now compulsory in many 
of our States, and can be and is evaded in others by vessels taking out 
a yearly license. We believe . a vessel making or leaving port in tow to 
be as safe, if not safer, without a local pilot, and in fact fully believe 
that the complete abolishment of compulsory pilotage on vessels covered 
by this bill will at least work no harm to the safety of life or property. 

Yours, very truly, FIELD & COWLES. Agents. 

CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, Esq., 

BOSTO~ INSURANCE COMPANY, 
Boston, Janttary 9, 1906. 

Chairman Me1·chant Marine and Fisheries Committee, ' 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Srn : House l>ill No. 5281, introdu~ed in the House of Repre
sentatives by Representative LITTLEFIELD, of Maine, entitled "A bill to 
remove discrimination against American sailing vessels in the coasting 
trade," bas been called to our attention. 

As a considerable portion of our business is the insuring of American 
sailing vessels and their cargoes in coastwise trade, we believe that the 
abolishment of compulsory pilotage on vessels, as covered by this bill, 
will be of no injury to life or property, and we hope that the bill will 
be passed. 

Yours, truly, R. B. FULLER, PTesident. 

. ' 

BOSTON, MASS., January 12, 1906. 
Ron. W. S. IcNARY, 

Hotts~ of Representatit:es, Washittgton, D. G.: 
~'he maritime committee Boston Chamber of Commerce strongly in· 

dorses Littlefield antipilotage bill and urges its enactment. 
DANL. D. :Monss, Secretary. 

BOSTON, MASS., January 11, 1906. 
llon. CHAS. H. GROSVEXOR, 

Chairman Merchant Ma1·ine and Fishe~:ies Committee: 
The undersigned Boston merchants and ·Shipowners earnestly request 

the passage of the Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage bill now before 
your committee, believing it for the mutual benefit of business and ship
ping and enhancing the safety of life and property. 

Coastwise Transportation Co., Crowell & Thurlow, Philip 
Fitz; L. D. Baker, Wm. F. Palmer, James Bliss & Co., 
J. P. Elliott & Co., David W. Simpson, S. R. Crowell, 
C. S. Clidden & Co., H . Maynard, Allan Forbes, 
Charles Hunt & Co., Warren · & Monks Co., Flitner, 
Atwood & Co., J"ohn S. Emory & Co., Wm. S. Spauld
ing, Geo. McQueston Co., P. S. Huckins & Co. , Wen
dell F. Brown & Co. 

·· BosTo~, MAss., January 11, 1906. 
Ron. wu. S. McNARY, Washington, D. c. 

DEAR SIR : I wired you to-day urging you to support the Littlefield 
pilotage bill to abolish compulsory pilotage in coastwise trade, or, as it 
should more properly be designated, to extend to sailing vessels the 
privileges now enjoyed by steam vessels. I can assure you your sup
port of this measure will receive the hearty approval of all the com
mercial bodies in Boston and redound to yom· credit among all thinking 
men whose interests lle in the line of a better merchant marine. I can 
not understand the action of the Boston pilots in opposing this meas
ure· in no way does it affect their interests in Boston or in Ma~sachu
setts and only extends to us the privileges of licensed masters piloting 
their' own vessels in southern ports-a privilege they have exe1·cised 
here for over thirty years with no ill results to the vessels themselves 
and great advantage to the commercial interests of ~lassachusetts. 

Yours, truly, 
R. R. FnEEUAN. 

BosTON, ~IAss ., January 10f 1906. 
lion. WM. S. McNARY, · · 

Aiernbet' of Congress, Washington, D. G.: 
Clients of mine interested in shipping request me to wire yon regard-. 

ing Littlefield pilotage bill. It ought· to receive :fr~~~~uW,oB~RTLETT. 

BOSTON, MASS., J anuary 11, 1906. 
Hon. W!-1. S. McNARY, Washington, D. c .. : 

I earnestly urge you to support Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 
pilotage. Absolutely no injury Massachusetts pilotage interests and 
great benefit Massachusetts shipping interests. 

R. R. FREFJaiAN. 

BOSTON, MASS., Jant£a1'V 12, 1906. 
Ron. C. H. GROSVENOR, 

House of Rep1·esentatives, Washington, D. C. : 
The maritime committee Boston Chamber of Commerce strongly in

dorses Littlefield antipilotage bill and urges its enactment. 
DA.NL. D. MORSS, Secretcwy. 

Resol-l:ed, That. the Boston Chamber of Commerce heartily indorses 
and urges th~ passage by Congress of House bill No. 5281, introduced 
by Congressman J.;ITTLEFIELD, providing for the extension of the same 
privileges to coastwise sailing vessels now enjoyed by the coastwise 
steamers. 

BOSTON, 1\iASS., Jantta!'V 15, 1906. 
The Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Ghainnan Me1·chant Mar·ine and Fisheri"es Committee, 
Washington, D . 0. 

DEAR SIR : The undersigned members ~f the Boston Marine Society 
and Shipmasters earnestly request that the Littlefield Pilotage bill, 
so-called, allowing the masters of sail vessels to be licensed to pilot 
their own vessels on the same conditions that were granted to the 
masters and mates of steam vessels many years ago, may become a 
·law, and we also disapprove of the action taken by the trustees of the 
Boston :Marine Society, who passed resolutions disapproving of said 
bill, none of said trustees being in active business as shipmasters, and 
not directly interested in this bill, which is a hardship to us as ship
masters and shipowners. 

George W. Frost, agent, schooners Tifton and G. L . 
Mitchell; capacity, 2,000 tons. Alex. Ross, master, 
schooner Helen W. Martin; capacity, 3,500 tons. 
Geo. W. Dow, bar ken tine Auburndale; capacity, 900 
tons. J. B. Crocker, agent and representing 
schooners Addison E. Bullard, Hm·ry T. Haywa1·d, 
Joseph G. Ray, Winfield S . Schuster, Helen E . Taft, 
aggregating 10,350 tons coal capacity. J. G. Crow
ley, general manager of vessels of 45,000 tons carry
ing capacity. .Tames F . Bliss, owne1· of parts of 50 
to 75 vessels of large carrying capacity. Daniel S. 
Emery, owper of parts of 30 vessels. John G. lose
ley, owner of parts o:t' vessels. Nehemiah B. Kelley, 
James Gurney, jr., Browning K. Bates. Donald B. . 
Smith, master vessel 5.300 tons carrying (Elizabeth 
Palmer). Ralph E. Emery, treasurer of J"ohn S. 
Emery & Co., shipowners and managers. 

MISSISSIPPI. 
GULFPORT, MISS., Jmfttary 9, ~06. 

Ron. CHAS. II. GROSVENOR, 
Chairman Merchant Ma1·in~ and Fisher·ies Committee, 

Was1zjngton, D . C.: 
Owning sawmills and 75,000 acres of timbe1· land in the St!lte of 

~lississippi, we strongly urge the favorable consideration a n d prompt 
passage of II. R. 5281, removing discriminations against American 
sailing vessels, so that we may have the advantage of lower f1·eigbt 
rates. 

GULF COAST LG;\IBER COMP.\.1\'Y. 
JOHN H. GARY. 

GULFPORT, 1\iiSS., Januat·y 8, 1906. 
Hon. n . GROS\EXOR, Washington, D . a.: 

As shipper of lumber and agent of two American sailing vessels, I 
sb·ongly urge the prompt passage of H. R. 5281, to remove discrimi-
nations against American vessels. · 

H. SPROUL. 

-GGLFPORT, {ISS., January 9, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. GROSVENOR, 

Chainnan Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, Washington, D. C.: 

We earnestly urge the passage of the Littlefield pilotage bill, to 
remove discriminations against American sailing vessels; and have 
mailed to Hon. JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS petition signed by practically all 
shippers here, representing production over 200,000,000 feet lumber 
annually, and also signed by other industries interested. 

GULFPORT COTTO~ OIL A~D FERTILIZER 
MANOFACTURIXG CO:HPA."'Y. 

JOS. DENNEE, Managet·. 

GL'LFPORT, :Miss., January 29, 1!)06. 
C(}ngressman LITTLEFIELD, 

Washi11gton, D . G.: 
We earnestly hope that your bill (H. R. 5281) to remove discrimina

tion against American sailing vessels will be favorably reported and 
passed. We are forwarding Hon. JOHN SHARP \VILLIAMS to-day peti
tion from lumber merchants in this section whose yearly output is over 
200,000,000 feet, together with signatures from· other industries, all 
strongly favoring bill. 

GULFPORT COTTO:!'J OIL FERTILIZER AND MA:\'PG. CO. 
JosEPH DEXXE, Manager. 

The honorable SPEAKER OF THE HOGSE OF REPRESEXTATIVES, 
1Vashingto11, D. C. · 

SIR: We, the undeq:;igned, fertilizer manufacturers, lunber manufac
turers, shippers, receivers of miscellaneous cargoes, merchants and citi
zens of the State of Mississippi, whose principal shipping terminals are 
Gulfport and Pascagoula., respectfully request the favorable considera
tion and prompt passage of H. R. 5281, entitled "A bill to remove dis· 
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crimination against American sailing vessels in the coasting trade;" 
and we hereby pro.test against such vessels in the coasting trade being 
compelled to employ State pilots when their services are not required 
an imposition from which Congress thirty-five years ago relieved steam 
vessels, the denial of which relief to sailing vessels constitutes the dis
crimination complained of, a hardship especially severe upon the com
merce of Mississippi, as our ports are mainly dependent upon sailing 
vessels for the transportation of our commerce. 
· Gulfport Cotton Oil Fertilizer and Mfg. Co.-Capital in-

vested, $GOO,OOO in plant :rnd material, Joseph Denne, 
secretary and manager; Gulf Coast Lumber Company, 
shipments, 40,000,000 feet per year, owners 75,000 
acres timber land; S. S. Henry, jr., exporter pitch, 
pine lumber, and timber; S. E. Naylor, exporter lum
ber and timber ; 'l'hayer Export 'Lumber Company, 
per E'. A. E'rese, vice-president, exporters yellow-pine 
lumber and timber; B. K. Denny, exporter of lumber; 
Foster B1·others, exporters ; Ten Mile Lumber Co., 
lumber shippers; W. A. Powell Co. (Limited), ex
porters timber and lumber ; Gulfport News, W. H. 
Rutzl~r, editor; Wm. Whitmer & Sons (Incorporated), 
hJmber exporters; 0. G. O'Ganach, editor· Gulfport 
Record. 

' NEW JERSEY, 
CAMDE~, N. J., January 10, 1900. 

lion. CHABLES H. GROSTIJXOR, . . 
Chait·man Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 

· We earnestly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 
pilotage on coasting vessels. It is unneces ary and detriment to best 
business interest. 

MUNGE.ll & BEX~ETT. 

PoRT JEFFER80~, N. Y., Jan'U(lry 16, 19"06. 
The CH.A..IRUA.N OF THE COMMITTEE ' 

ON THE MERCHANT ltf.A.BINE AND FISHERIES, 
· Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR SIR: My attention has been called to a letter signed by Capt. 
Chas. Thompson, master of schooner Florence Randall, which Mr. J. M. 
McDonald, manager pilots' office, Charleston, S. C., is using to bolster 
up the claim of compulsory pilotage. I beg to state that Capt. Chas. 
T~o.mpson had no interest in ' schooner Florence Randall; was simply 
sa1~g master of said vessel, and has been dead for six yea.I'S or more. 
I Wish to state further, as master :md owner of schooner Florenoe 
Randall and other vessels for many years, have ail equal or greate1· 
knowledge of the situation than Captain Thompson had, and since the 
improvements made by the Government at the southern harbors and 
bars, the increased number of tugs, and the almost absolute necessity 
of towing in and out of harbors between the lines of jetties, make 
compulsory pilotage a burden on shipping, wholly unnecessary and un
warranted, and for that reason should be abolished. 

Very truly, yours, 
CAPT. H. M. RANDALL, 

Formerly captain and owner of the following vessels 
trading in southern waters: Schooner Mable Thomas, 
schooner, Hattie V . Kelseu, schooner Flonmce Randall, 
schooner Lucy H. Russell. 

STATE Oli' NEW YORE:;. 
In Senate. 

ALBANY, N. Y., Febnwr·y 8, 1906. 
Introduced by Mr. Henry W. Hill: 

A concunent resolution of the legislatur-e of the State of New York, 
add1·essed to the United States Senators and Representatives in Con
gress of the United States from the State of New York, in relation to 
pilots and coastwise sailing vessels engaged in domestic commerce. 

l.fANASQUA.N, N. J., February 6, 1906. Whereas the State of New York is deeply concerned in all matters 
The Hon. llENJ. F. HowELL, affecting its commerce and in the welfare and prosperity of its citizens 

..,... 1 D 0 engaged in transportation, as is shown in its maintenance of a mag-
" as lington, · .: nificent system of canals, now under enlargement, and in the appoint-

'Ye., the undersigned, masters and owners of vessels employed in the ment of commissions to inquire into the cause of the decline and the 
coastwise trade, do respectfully petition you to use every means in yl)ur means for the revival of its commerce; and 
powe1· to secure the passage of the bill now before Congress prohibiting Whereas sailing vessels in our coast trade (many of which arc 
compulsory pilotage. owned in this State) are at present subject to an unjust and onerous 

· Asher Curtis, managing owner schooner Sarah W. Law- burden in being compelled to employ State pilots in the ports of the 
t ·ence, and others: · Geo. Bailey, managing owner States south of the capes of Vil·ginia, whether the services of such 
schooner Matcolm Baxter and others; B. B. Pearce, · pilots be r equired or not, a compulsion from which steam vessels have 
owner; M. D. Mann, owner; F. 0. Bailey, manager · been exem]!lt by an act of Congress approved on February 28, 1871, 
and owner schooner H. S. Little; Randolph I-'ong- nenrly thirty-five years ago; and 
street, master G1·eenleat ,Johnson; E. S. Vanleet·, ves- Whereas bills are now pending in each branch of Congress, to wit: 
sel owner; Theodore Cook, vessel owner; A. F. Von- Senate bill No. 30 and Honse bill No. 5281, providing for the exemp
note, vessel owner; M. 1\I. Pierce, vessel owner; Levi tion of sailing vessels in the coasting trade from the compulsory em
Curtis, vessel owner; Elwood A. r.:vman, vessel ployment of State pilots, when such vessels are commanded by licensed 
owner; C. J. Parker, vessel owner; T. A. Zimmermann, United States pilots or when they are in tow of tugboats that are com
vessel owner; Fred E'. Schock, vessel owner : H. Get- manded by licensed United States pilots: Therefore, be it 
senger, vessel owner; Wm. H. Potter, vessel owner: Resolved (if the assembly concur), That it is the sense of the legis
B. H. Hills, vessel owner; G. A. Johnson, ve~sel latm·e of the State of New York that American sailing vessels in the 
owner; J. F. Bowne, vessel owner. coastin"' trade should be exempt from the compulsory employment of 

State pilots as American steam vessels long have been; and therefore, 

~"EW YORK. 

Hon. CH.A..S. H. GROSIE~OR, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

NEW YORK, January 10, 1900. 

Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious 
to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. 

Ron. CHAS. II. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

EXPORT LUMBER COMPANY. 

NEW YORK, January 10, 1906. 

We object compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels; consider it inju
rious to lumber tmde, and we urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing 
same. ~ 

ATLANTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION. 

NEW YORK,. January 16, 1906. ~ t 
CHARLES H. GROSVE!IIOR, Esq., 

Chairman Merchant Marine and Fishe1·ies Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

D EAR Sm: In the discussion on the pilot's bill we notice the signature 
of Capta1n Rawding, of the bark Rose Innes, against the proposed legis
lation. We beg to advise you that we are managing owners of this bark, 
the captain having but a very small interest. We believe through mis
representation that he has signed the petition against the proposed legis
lation, and we hereby wish to be on record as geing in favor of the pro
posed change in law removing the. discrimination against American 
vessels. Compulsory pilotage imposes a very heavy tax on American 
vessels and it should be removed at once. The bark Rose Innes on her 
last trip to Fernandina, under date of December 30, paid · for inward 
pilotage $80, for outward pilotage 120, making a total of $200, although 
she bad been towed into that port by a tugboat at an expense of 103.45, 
and the services of a pilot were entirely unnecessary. 

· W"e trust that this letter will receive due attention, and remain, 
Yours, truly, · 

lion. WILLI.A..!\1 S. GREENE, 
Fall Ri·ver, Mass . 

JAS. W. ELWELL & Co .• 
Ma!l{Jging_ Ou:ne1·s ·Bark Rose fnnes. 

NEW YoRK, January SO, 1906. 

DEAR SIR : I understand that there is a bill before the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries which proposes to abolish the extensive 
cha.I·ges for pilotage on the southern Atlantic coast, and I wish to enter 
my protest against the present law, through which sailinr;t vessels have 
to bear a cha.I·ge which is most onerous and unnecessary to a trade which 
at best is scarcely able to live under the restrictions by which it is 
handicapped. I have no special interest in sailing vessels beyond that 
of one who wishes to see every class of the merchant marine developed 
and bettered. 

Respectfully, T. W. MILLER. 

be it further . 
Resolved (if the assembly concur), That the Senators and Repre

sentatives from the State of New York be, and they hereby are, respect
fully requested to support and advocate the enactment of such meas
ures in Congress providing for such exemption, as being conducive to 
the increase of our commerce and the greater prosperity of our citizens. 

By order of- · · 
THE SENATE, 
LAFAYETTE B. GLEASO~, 

Clerk. 

IN ASSEMBLY, Febrtzary :JZ, 1906. 
Concurred In without amendment. 
By order of the assembly. 

A. E. B.A..X.TER, Clet·k. 

NORTH C.A.llOLINA. 
GARYSBURG, N. C., January 9, 1906. 

Ron. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, . 
Washington, D. C.: 

We are strongly in favor of Littlefield bill, as we think compulsory 
pilotage on coasting vessels injurious to business. 
. GARYSBURG MANUFACTURING CO:HPA...,.,Y, , 

Ron. CH.A.s. H. GROSVE~OR, 
EDE~TON, N. C., Jantwry 9, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Ma,rine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
We regard compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels a great injury to 

business and wholly unnecessary. The passage of Li ttlefield bill abol-
ishing same is strongly urged. BRANNING MA~UFACTURI~G COliPA!Ii'Y. 

ELIZABETH CITY, N. C., January 9, 19'J(j. 
Hon. CH.A.s. H. GROSVENOR, · 

Washington, D. 0.: 
We desire the passage of the Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage, which entails unnecessary expense upon shippers. 
BLADES LUMBER COMPANY. 

HERTFORD, N. C., Janua1·y 9, 1906. 
Hon. CH.A.s. H. GROSVENOR, , 

Chairman Merchant Mm·ine Committee, Washington, D. 0 ; 
We urge Littlefield bill . Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is 

a drawback to commerce. 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVEXOR, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

MAJOR & LOOMIS COliP.A.......,Y. 

ASHPOLE, N. C., .Jantuiry 10, 1906. 

We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 
pilotage on coasting· vessels, as it is unnecessary and injurious to 
business. 

SOUTHEASTERN LuMBER COMPANY. 
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Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
WASHINGTON, N. C., Janttat•y 11, 1906. 

Washingt01~, D. c.: . 
Com~mlsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious 

to busmess. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing 
same. 

. EUREKA LUMBER COMPANY. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
WILMINGTON, N. C:, January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant .Ma1·ine Conlmittee, Washington, D. C.: · 
We are heartily in sympathy with Littlefield blll abolishing compul

sory pilotage on coasting vessels, and we strongly urge its passage. 
Compulsory pilotage is a menace to business, and we consider it alto
gether unnecessary. 

ANGOLA LUMBER COMPANY. 

·BoARD:.\li...lll,. N. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHA.S. H. GROSVENOR, 

WMhington, D. C.: 
We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage on coasting vessels as unnecessary and injurious to business. 
BUTTER'S LUMBER COMPANY. 

Ron. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
Wa.shington, D. C.· 

NEWBERN, N. C., January 10, 1906. 

Compulsory pilot on sailing vessels injurious to navigable business. 
We urge passage of. Littlefield bill abolishing same. 

Hou. CHAS. H. · GROSVE~OR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

THE PI~E LUMBER COMPA~. 

AYDEN, N. C., Janua1·y 10, 1906. 

We think compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is injurious to busi
ness, and we desire to see passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. 

Iron. CHA.S. H. GROSVEN•JR, 
Washington, D. C.: 

THE AYDE~ LUliBER COM.PA.'iY. 

WELDON, N. C., Jat11lat·y 10, 1906. 

Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is no good, and damaging 
to business. We strongly advocate passage of Littlefield bill abolishing 
same. 

THE WELDON LUMB.E.R CO!'>IPA.NY. 

Hon. CHAs. GROSVE~OR, 
THOiUASVILL.E, N. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. c.: 
We urge passage of Littlefield bill, abolishing compulsory pilotat!e on 

coasting vessels. · 
BECK-CROUSE LGMB.ER COMPA..."Y. 

WIL-¥INGTO~, N. C., January 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. H. G'RosvE......,.OR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We heiu·tily favor passage of Littlefield bill. Compulsory pilotage on 

coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious to business. 
CHADBOURN SASH, DOOR, AND LUMBER · COMPANY. 

EVERETTS, N. C., January 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilot

age on coasting vessels . . 

• 

G. P. MCNAUGHTON. 

' WILLIAMSTON, N. C., January 10, i906. 
lion. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

· Washington, D. C.: 
We urge P.assage of Littlefield bill doing away w:ith compulsory pilot-

age on coasting vessels. . . 
THE DENNIS Sn~MONf: LUMBER COMPANY. 

lion. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
NEWBEP~, N. C., January 9, 1906. 

Chairman .Merchant Marine Committee, Washington D. a.: 
We desire the passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilot

age on coasting vessels. It will greatly benefit shipping interests. 
BLADES L U ~IBER COMPANY. 

BELHAVE...'I(, N. C., January 10, 1906. 
· Hon. CJU.RLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We stt·ongly urge the passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

~~~it;e~;. on coasting vessels, which is unnecessary and injurious . to 

BELHAVE~ LUllBER CO:\IPA.~l". 

WILMINGTON, N. C. February 2, 1906. 
lion. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

"Chairman, .Merchant Mari1~e ana Fisheries Committee, 
. Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: Being lumtler manufacturers at this port and building 
another· large mill on the Cape Fear River, together with owning about 
200,000 acres of timber and other lands in this vicinity, we are. much 
intet·ested and have been closely watching the reports of hearin&"s on 
H. R. 5281, inh·oduced by 1\Ir. Littlefield, of Maine, entitled "A btU to 
remove discriminations against American sailin~ vessels in the coasting 
trade," and owing to our hard fight that we baa with the pilots at this 
port, we sympathize with our southern merchants who desire this bill 
to pass, but who are not strong enough to make a winning fight 
against the powel'ful organization of the pilots who retain representa
tives at the capitals wherever the bill is introduced. 

The main· argument put forth by the pilots here last year was that 
they could not keep up the " system " if the coastwise pilotage was 
removed. This port, through the legislature of our State, not only se
cured the abolition of compulsory pilotage in the coastwise trade, but 
went further and abolished it in the foreign trade, thereby relieving us 
of a ·heavy tax on our imports and exports. We believe compulsory 
pilotage is a tax on comme::ce th~t long ago should have been abolished, 
and it is the earnest hope of all merchants in this locality that the 
Littlefield bill will become a law and permit the merchants of Wil
mington to send vessels to and receive them from southern ports with
out compelling them to pay tribute to a " system " no longer neces
sary by reason of the large eXpenditure of money made by our Gov
ernment to deepen and widen our channels n.nd harbors. Compulsory 
pilot11ge has been abolished at this port for nearly a year, and during 
that time not one accident to shipping has occurred th:tt could be 
charged up against the benefits derived from making this a free port. 
This should be sufficient reason why the Littlefield bill should be en
acted and become a law. 

The feeling of our people was expressed at a banquet given here on 
the 31st ultimo by the chamber of commerce. The president, who acted 
as toastmaster, asked our Congressman and 8enator, who were present, 
to support the bill, and requested that all rise to the toast " The only 
free port south of Maine." 

A year ago we had about forty pilots employed, who did service at 
their pleasure, now we have six or eight that make a business of it. 

Hoping that the bill will receive favorable consideration from your 
committee and be enacted and become a law, we beg to remain, 

Yours, truly, 
WACCAMAW LAND & LUMBER Co. 
C. E. CLARK, Treasurer. 

[The Morning Star, Wilmington, N. C., Tuesday, February 6, 1906.] 
NATIONAL PILOTAGE LA W-EILL NOW PENDING IN CONGRESS RECEIVES 

LOCAL iNDORSEMENT. 
The chamber of commerce, at its special meeting yesterday aftet

noon, made the ·following indorsement of the bill now pending in Con
gress to abolish compulsory pilotage on all American sailing vessels 
engaged in the coasting trade, viz : 

" Whereas there is now before Congress H. R. 5281, entitled 'A bill 
to remove discrimination against American sailing vessels in the coast
ing trade,' and 

" Whereas the State of North Caroline abolished compulsory pilot
age at this port March, 1905', and by so doing relieved us of a heavy 
burden upon our imports and exports and without increasing the dan-
gers to shipping ; and · 

" Whereas we believe compulsory pllotage is a tax on commerce be
tween the States that ought not to exist, aud the tJ.bolition of com
pulsory •pilotage at this port has proven greatly beneficial to our inter
ests and has in no wa;v interfered with the safety of vessels entering 
and leaving this port: Therefore be it 
· "Resolved, That the Chamber of Commer:ce of Wilmington, N. C., 
recognizing the importance of · cheap transportation and unhampered 
intercourse between the different sections of the United States, warmly 
commend the bill, and express the earnest hope that the measure will 
receive the support of our Representatives in Congress; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be -sent to Ron. GILBERT 
B. PATTERSON and the other Representatives from this State, and also 
to Hon. CHA.S. H. GROSVENOR, chairman of Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee." 

RHODE ISLA...'\D. 
PROVID~~CE WASHINGTON INSURANCE COMPA~. 

Pt·ovidence, R. I., Januat·y 10, 1906. 
Ho'n. CHARLES H. Gnos~OR, . 

· Chairman Merchant Marine ana Fisheries Cotnmittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DF.AR SIR : As an insurer of American hulls and cargoes between 
coast ports, we desire to e;q>ress our opinion that the abolition of the 
compulsory pilotage law, in its application to this class of business, is 
a wise measure., and we hope that it will be done. We believe that it 
will not increase ..the loss of life or property. 

Yours, truly, 
J. B. BRANCH, Pr_e8irlent. 

SOUTH CAROLINA. 
ATLANTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION, 

Georgetown, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
lion. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Clzainnan Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: We wired you to-day as follows: 
"As manufacturers, shippers, and owners of vessels and steamers we 

desire to state that we favor the passage of the Littlefield bill abolish
ing the compulsory pilotage system, as same works a hardship, injw·es 
business, and is unnecessary," · 
and now beg to confirm same. . 

We not only manufacture and ship from 120,000,000 to 130.000,000 
feet of lumber annually, but also operate steamers, vessels, barges, and 
tugboats on a large scale. To our minds the compulsory pilotage sys
tem entails an unnecessary expense each year which we have to pay 
on account of the toll levied upon the vessels, barges, and steamers, 
whether they use the pilotage or not. This s.,vstem is a relic of the 
old days and has lost · its usefulness, having origina,ted when we bad 
no improved harbors . or coast surveys or modet·n light-houses. Its 
necessity for existence having now ceased, its usefulness also, it has 
decidedly become a menace rather than a benefit. In canvassing our 
local shippers we find that they, with the marine insurance companies, 
favor the Littlefield bill enthusiastically. We sincerely trust that this 
bill may be favorably reported by your committee and passed by the 
Congress. · 

Yours, ver:y: truly, 
ATLA...'iTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION, 

By RAYMOND S. FARR, General Manager. 

BRADLEY, S . C., January 11, 1906_- . 
lion. CIIAS. H. GROSVENOR, Washington, D: 0.: 

I indorse the opinion that compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is 
unneccessary and greatly cripples business. We earnestly desire pas
sage of Littlefield bill to abolish same. 

F. P. RUSH. 
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CHARLESTON, S. C., January 10, 1906, 
Hon. CHARLES II. GROSVENOR, . 

Chairman Merchatbt Mar_ine Qommittee, Washington, D. 0.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels means 20 cents per thousand 

feet loss to us, against Georgia shippers. We want Littlefield blll 
passed. 

• ANDERSON "LUMBER COMPANY, 

LUMBER, S. C., January 10, 1906 • . 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, Washington, D. 0.: 

Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and inju
rious to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abol
ishing same. 

THE WILLIAMS AND MCKEITHAN LUMBER COMPANY, 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
GEORGETOWN, S. C., January 11, 1906, 

Chairman Merchant Mat'ine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
We ship 15,000,000 feet lumber by water annually, and strongly 

urge passage Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage. 
GARDNER & LACEY LUMBER COMPANY, 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
COLUMBIA, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine Cotmnittee, Washington, D. 0.: 
We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage on. coasting vessels. 
LEAPHART LUMBER COMPANY. 

CHARLESTON, S. C., Janttat·y 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Merchant · Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 
· Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels very dama.ging to busi
ness. Would urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. 

LEAPHEART LUMBER COM.PANY, 

ALCOLA, S. C., January 9, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, . 

Chairmatt Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
· We strongly recommend passage of Littlefield bill abolishing com
pulsory pilotage on coasting vessels. It. is needless expense and no 
longer necessary. · 

D. W. ALDERMAN & SONS CO. 

Hoil. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
GREEi~WOOD, S. C., January 9, 1906. · 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D . C.: 
. We believe compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels will be injurious 
to business. We favor passage of Littlefield bill abolishing same. · 

W. J. SNEAD LUMBER COMPANY• 

ELLIOTT, S. C., January 10, 19U6. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairmm~ Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels unnecessary and injurious to 

business. We strongly urge passage Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
ELLIOTT LUMBER CO~IPANY. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
SuMTER, ~- C:, Januat·y 10, 1906.. 

Chairman Met·chant Marine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
. We beg favorable consideration of Littlefield bill abolishing compul
sory pilotage on coasting vessels as of utmost importance. 

ROCKY BLUFF LUMBER COMPANY. 

CHARLESTON, S. C., Januat•y 10, 1906 • . 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVEi~OR, . 

Washington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage coasting vessels unnecessary ; injurious to busi

ness ; urge passage of Littlefield bill. 
A. J. BARTON. 

pAnLINGTON, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSTIJNOR, 

Wa-shington, D. C.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels unnecessary and injurious to 

our business. I strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing 
same. 

S. H. WILDS, Lumbet·man. 

SUMTER, S. C., Janum·y 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. · C.: 
Compulsory pilotage ·on coasting vessels is both injurious and un

uecessary to business. We therefore strongly urge passage of Little
tleld bill abolishing sam~. 

SUMTER LUMBER COMPANY. 

SELLERS, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilotage on coast vessels, which is an unnecessary tax on this tt·ade. · 
'.riLGHliiAN LUMBER COMPANY, 

SALEM, S. C., Jantwry 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
· · · Washington, D. C.: 

We understand Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage on' coast
ing vessels will be before your committee to-morrow. Compulsor·y pilot
age is not only unnecessary, but is a menace rather that a benefit to 
bush,a!s. We strongly urge passage of J_,ittlefield bill. 

THE Wn;so~ LUMBER COi\lPANY. 

EFF.INGHAM, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CRAB. H. GnosvENOR · 

Ohairman. Met·chant Mat•ine Ootnmittee, Washington, D. a.: 
. We are strongly in favor or Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 
pilotage on coasting vessels. Is detrimental to -business. 

DARGAN LUMBER COMPANY, 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
DILLo~, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Met·chant Mat·ine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels uilnecessary and injut·ious to 

business. We approve Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
BETHEA LUMBER CO~IPANY, 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
DAVIS STATION, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Mat·ine Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
·we strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory 

pilo.tage on coasting vessels, as it is unnecessary and injm·ious to 
busmess. 

C. M. DAVIS LUMBER CO~IPANY. 

Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
CHERAW, S. C., Januat·y 9, 1906. 

Chairman Mercha.nt Mat·ine Committee, Washington, D. 0.: 
DEAR Sm: We notice that the Littlefield bill for abolishing compul

sory pilotage on coasting vesels will come up for discussion before your 
committee this week. We want to urge the passage of this bill. 

We are sure that the present laws on the subject were made to suit 
conditions that do not exist to-day, and are now, under the changed 
conditions, working injury and hardship to business, particularly the 
lumber business. 

Yours, very truly, WM. GODFREY & .CO, 

MANDEVILLE, S. C., January 11, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is injurious to business and 

we think very unnecessary. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill 
abolishing same. -

ACME LUMBER Co. 

GEORGETOWN, S. C., February 11, 1905. 
Messrs. WINYAH LUMBER COMPANY, 

Georgetown, S. 0. 
DEAR SIRS : As compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels trading to 

southern points is now being fought in Congress, I would like to give 
my experience of thirteen years out and in of Georgetown, S. C. It 
is. not once out of six months that I get a bar pilot outside of the bar 
buoy. They have no boat suitable to cruise outside, and it is only in 
very moderate weather or when they go out in a tug that they are seen 
outside of the jetties. The work is done mostly by the towboats, that 
have experienced captains, and the pilot takes a free ride to town, and 
any sailor that can steer a course can steer to follow a tug. :;l'he 
pilots claim that on schooners goihg to sea loaded they are needed on 
board the vessels to see that they are kept in the proper channel, and 
yet I' have seen vessels grounded when they would put the blame all on 
the captain of the tug and not know themselves when the vessel was 
in deepest water. To prove the presence of a pilot is not necessary 
on a vessel-hundreds of vessels are towed up and ·down the Black, 
Pee Dee, and Waccamaw rivers, both light and loaded, both day and 
night, in shallow· water and narrower channels than in the bay, with 
only their vessel crews on board, and not one vessel in fifty ever had 
any trouble in ·any way. The service of a pilot is not necessary to 
any vessel making this J?Ort with a good chart, and as tl;let·e is a tele
phone system !tom the llght-house to the city a tug can always be had, 
if not at the bar, in a. very short time. 

The expenses of towing are quite heavy, and with the additional 
e~'])en,se of pilots makes port charges very. high. The present rate of 
pilotage is the same as it has been for many years, and lumber freights 
were nearly double what they at·e to-day when the rates were made. 
And to-day we pay from $10 to $12 per man uiore for sailors, the 
same for mates and stewards, 25 to 30 per cent more !or provisions, 
and the rates fot· stevetloring lnc:;reasing almost every year. Vessel 
expenses are also higher, and yet we have less freights to meet theil' 
expenses. With the present business of about 12,000,000 feet of lum-. 
ber per month shipped from here, anyone can readily see that it takes 
rn·any vessels to cary it, and the plain facts arc that we are supporting 
a class of pilots in comparative luxury for no services at all. Again, 
some ports have pilot licenses for one year. Why should we walk up 
to their offices and pay them from $25 to $200 for the privilege of 
handling our own vessels, w~en there are no better· pilots than the cap
tains who are going in and out every month for years? I think the 
pilotage system in this port the worst system in the South,- and we are 
surely paying a bill for little or no services r~ndered. This seems to 
be the experience of about all the vessels commg in here, and I hope 
tlley will express their opinion on it. 

. A. J. SLOCUM, 
Schoone~· City of Georgetown. 

SUMTER, S. C., Januar·y 1!, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Met·chant Mat·ine Oom.mittee, Washington, D. 0.: 
Kindly put forth your best efforts to urge passage Littlefield bill . 

abolishing compulsory pilota·ge. It is unnecessary and detrimental to 
our business. 

H. G. MCLAURIN, Jr, 

GEORGETOWN, S. C., January 10, 1906. 
Hon. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 

Dewey, Washingtot~, D. C.: 
As man-ufacturers, shippers, and owners of vessels a.nd steamers, we 

desire to state that we favor the passage of the Littlefield bill abolish
ing the compulsory pilotage system, as same works a hardship, injures 
business, and is unnecessary. 

ATLANTIC COAST LUMBER CORPORATION. 

. 
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ST. GEORGE, S. C., January 11, 1906. 

Ron. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

It is to the general interest, lumber industry especially, that the 
Littlefield pilotage bill be passed, and we respectfully urge your sup
port of same'. 

DORCHESTER ' LUMBER COllPANY. 

Ron. CHAs. H. GROSVENOll, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

SUMTER, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

We urge passage Littlefield blll abolishing compulsory pilotage on 
coasting vessels. Present system injures business greatly. 

c. M. BETTs & Co. 

TIMMONSVILLE, S. C., January 10_, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. GROSVENOR, . 

1Vashit1gto1t, D. 0.: 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious 

t.:> business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill about abolish
ing it. 

TIMMO~SVILLE LU~I.BER COMPANY. 

WALHALLA, S. C., Janttary 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHis. H. GROSVENOR, M. C., 

Washington: 
The passage of Littlefield bill to prevent compulsory pilotage and post

ing vessels will locally bt'mefit lumber business of this section. 
BROWN LUMBER COMPANY. 

SUMTER, S. C., January 9, 1906. 
Ron. CHAs. H. GROSv'EXOR, 

Chairntat" Merchant Marine 001nmittee, Washington, D. 0.: 
Think compulsory pilotage on vessels unnecessary and hurtful to busi

ness. Sincerely hope passage of Littlefield bill will be effected. 
JNO. H. SIZEll LUMBER COh'lPANY. 

Hon. CHAS. GROSVENOR, . 
MA.J.~N.ING, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Washin[Jton, D. C.: 
We are opposed to compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels and will 

be glad to see the Littlefield bill passed abolishing same. 
THOMAS & BRADHAM. 

GREELEYVILLE, S. C., JatlUary 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHAS. H; GROSVENOR, 

· Washington, D. 0.: 
We consider compulsory pilotage 

lnjurious to business and strongly 
abolishing s~e. 

of coasting vessels unnecessary and 
urge the passage of Littlefield bill 

MALLAllD LUMBER COMP.L~. 

. HARTSVILLE, S. C., January 12, 1906. 
Hon. CH:A.S. H. GROSVENOR, · 

Washington, D. 0. : 
Compulsory pilotage on coasting vessels is unnecessary and injurious 

to business. We strongly urge passage of Littlefield bill. 
. . . . LEE & TILLOTSON. 

Ron. C. H. GROSVE -on, 
SUMTER, S. C., January 13, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant Marine. Committee; Washington, D. 0.: 
·Compulsory pilotage unnecessary on coasting vessels. Do all possible 

to pass Littlefield bill abolishing same. 
PENNSYLVANIA LUMBER Co. 

WISACKY, S. C., January 11, ,1906. 
Ron. CHAs. H. GROSVEh~On, . 

Chairman Merchant Marine Committee, Wa~hington, D. 0 .: 
Urge ·passage of Littlefield bill abolishing compulsory pilotage on 

coasting vessels. I deem bill wise and helpful to business. 
ROBT. M. COOPER. 

Ron. CHAS. B. GROSVENOR, 
ALcoL~, S. C., January 10, 1906. 

Chairman Merchant· Marine Committee, Washington, D. 0. 
.: DEAR SIR: We have wired ·you as follows: 

" We strongly recommend . passage of Littlefield bill abolishing com
pulsory pilotage on· coasting ve~sels. It is needless expense and no 
longer necessary." 
· The present compulsory pi,lotage _ &ystem seems to be doing neither 
manufacturer, shipper, shipowner, nor the consumer any good, but all 
of whom seem to be paying their pro rata share of this unnecessary 
expense in the high freight rates, which could be reduced if this toll 
were removed. 

Under -the present improved COJilditions of our harbor it . would seem 
that there is no longer any necessity for this expense, and we sin
cerely hope that it will be abolished. 

Yours, very truly, 
D. W. ALDERMAN & SoNs Co., 

By R. J . ALDERMAN, Treasurer. 

VIRGINIA. 
RICHMO.ND, VA., January 10, 1906. 

CHAs. H . . GROSVENOR, _ 
Oha,i.rman Committee Ql~ Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 

House of Representatit;eS, Washington, D. 0 . : 
The Richmond Chamber of Commerce is absolutely opposed to the 

existing pilot laws of Virginia, and has endeavored frequently, but in 
vain, to have them suitably amended to present conditions. Failing i.a 
that effort it has favored Federal control of the question of pilotage, 
recognizing that it is a matter properly within the jurisdiction of the 
General Government, and that the States exercising the function of 
control in most instances have regulated it in the interests of monopoly 
and to the serious detriment of the commerce of the country, both fol'-
ejgn and coastwise. • 

R. A. DUNLOP, 
Secretary the R·whmo1id Chamber of Commerce •. 

Ron. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
LYNCHI!URG, VA., January 9, 190fJ. 

Chainnan Merchant Marine Committee, Washington, D . 0 .: 
We urge passage of Littlefield, bill abolishing compulsory pilotage ou 

coasting vessels. 
HICKSON LUMBER COMPANY. 

NORFOLK, VA.., January 10, 1906. 
Ron. CHARLES H . GROSVENOR, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
The lumber manufacturers of Virginia, North and South Carolina, 

representing the largest industry of these States, unanimously urge the 
passage of the Littlefield . bill abollshing compulsory pilotage on coast
ing vessels, as the present law is a menace to the business of this sec
tion and to the whole shipping industry. 

THE NORTH CAROLINA Pll\TJll ASSOCIATION COMPANY. 

THE NORTH CAROLINA. PINE A'ssoCIATIO~ (I!'ICORPORATED), 
Norfolk, Va., February 17, 1905. 

Ron. C. H. GROSVENOR, 
Chairman Merchant Marine and Fisheries Oo1nmittee, 

. Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Sm : I am handing yon herewith a copy of a resolution unani

mously adopted by this association at its meeting on February. 9, ex
pressing, on behalf of the great lumber industry of Virginia and North 
and South Carolina, unequivocal disapproval of the pernicious practice 
of exacting compulsory pilotage from all sailing vessels engaged in the 
coastwise trade at ports on the South Atlantic coast. We regard this 
practice as unnecessary for the support of an effective pilotage system 
and as a menace rather than a security to the safety of life and prop
erty upon the high seas. 

We believe that if at any time there E:xisted a reason for the estab
lishment of these charges this condition has not only long since ceased 
to exist, but that this system has signally failed to accomplish the re
sults which were and are argued as a justification for its existence. We 
believe that this practice is an unjust discrimination against sailing · 
vessels and is a burdensome tax upon the shippers and shipowners, 
which therefore works a hardship upon the shipping industry and the 
lumber industry, which is one of the largest in this section, and also 
upon every industry in any manner dependent upon the shipping trade. 

We are very desirous indeed that this bill shall receive favorable ac
tion at this session of Congress, and if. you can consistently facilitate 
the consideration of this measure your action will be known to and 
heartily approved not only by every lumberman in this district, but bY. 
the general <public as well. 

Respectfully, 

.RESOLUTION. 

JOH!'I R. WALKER, 
S,ecretary. 

At a meeting of the North Carolina Pine Association (Ineorporated)~ 
held in Norfolk, Va., February 9, 1905, the following preamble and reso-
lution was unanimously adopted: . . 

" Whereas there is now pending in Congress a bill known as the " Lit
tlefield bill," removing the discrimination against coastwise sailing 
vessels practiced at ports south of the Virginia capes in · the form of 
compulsory pi.lotage charges ; and · 

" Whereas the manufacturers of 1>ine lumber in the States of Virginia, · 
North Carolina, and South Carolina, represented by this association, 
ship annually by water approximately 500,000,000 feet o.f lumber almost 
exclusively in sailing vessels, which, without exception, must pay this 
pilotage-although very few of them use the pilots-entailing, there
fore, a very great unnecessary expense, both upon the shipper and the 
consumer o:( our lumber ; and 

" Whereas we believe that the passage of this bill will very materially 
advance not only the interests of the great industry which we represent, 
but that of evecy other industry in this section and of our coastwise 
shipping tt·ade particularly : Therefore be it . 

"Resol·ved, That this association heartily appro\es and recommends 
the passage of the said bill; and be it . 

"}l'urther resolved, That the secretary of this association be instructed 
to pref:'ent a copy of this resolution to the several Representatives in 
Congress from Virginia and the Carolinas, respectfully urging a care
ful consideration of the injustice of the existing system and the benefits 
to be . derived from its abolishment by this measure, and urging, if con-. 
sistent, their earnest· support of the aforementioned bill. 

"THE NORTH CAROLINA PINE ASSOCIA.TIO~ (INCORPORATED) ." 

Removal ot compulsory pilotage helps and does not hinder com1nerce. 
The following letter of the Waccamaw Land and Lumber Company 

and the resolutions of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, unani
mously adopted February 5, 1906, are the most conclusive answet·s pos
sible to the only argument having any force against this bill, i. e., that 
the navigation of a port would suffer if compulsory pilotage. on coast
"'ise sail vesse}S' were removed : 

WIL!'tiiNGro~, N. C., Feb1·uary 2~ 19.06. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Gh airman M erc1wn t Marine and. Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAB SIR : Being lumber manufactur'ers at this port and building 
another large mill on the Cape Fear River, together with owning about 
200,000 acres of timber and other lands in this vicinity, we are much 
interested and have been closely watching the reports of bearings on 
H. R. 5281, introduced by Mr. LITTLEFIELD, of Maine, entitled "A bill 
to remove discrimination against American sailing vessels in the coast
ing trade," and owing to om· hard fight that we had with the pilot<:J at 
this port we sympathize with out southern merchants who desire this 
bill to pass but who are not strong enough to make a winning fight 
against the powerful organization of the pilots, who retain representa
tives at tbe capitols wherever the bill is introduced. 

The main argvment put forth by the pilots here last year was that 
they could not keep· up the "system" if the coastwise pilotage was 
removed. This port, through the legislature of .our State, not only 
secured the abolition of compulsory pilotage in the coastwise trade 
but went further and abolished it in the foreign trade, thereby reliev
ing us of a h~avy tax on our imports and exports. We believe com
pulsory pilotage is a tax on commerce that long ago should have been 
abolished, and it is the earnest hope of all merchants in this locality 
that the Littlefield bill will become a law and permit the merchants of 
Wilmington to send yessels to and receive them from southet·a ports 
without compelling them to pay b ·ibute to a "system" no longer nec
essary by reason o:( the large expenditure of money made by our 
Government to <ieepen an<l widen our channels and · harbors. 
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Co_mpulsory r,ilotage has been abolished at this port for nearly a 
year; and during that time not one accident to shipping bas ·occurred 
that could be charged up against • the benefits derived from making 
this a free port. 'l'his should be sufficient reason why the Lj.ttlefield 
bill should be enacted and become a hiw. " . . 

.The feeling of our people was expressed at a banquet given here on 
the 31st ultimo by the chamber of commerce. The president, who 
acted as toastmastet·, asked our Con~ressrpan and Senator, who were 
r.resent, to suppot·t the bill, and re~uested that all rise to the toast, 
'The only free port south of Maine.' 
- A yea1· ago we had about forty pilots employed, who did service , at 

their pleasure; now we have six or eight who make a business of it. 
- Hoping that the bill will receive favorable consideration and be 
.enacted and become a law, we remain, • 

Yours, truly, 
WACCA~AW LAND AND LUMBER ' COMPANYj 
C. E. CLARK, Treasurer: 

RESOLUTIO. ·s OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF WILMINGTON, N. C. 
" Whereas there is now before Congress H . . R. 5281, entitl~d 'A bill 

to remove discrimination against American sailing vessels · in the coast-
ing trade; ' and . -- . . 

"Wl;lereas the State of North Carolina abolished compulsory pilotage 
at this port March, 1905, and by so doing relieved u·s of a heavy 
burden upon our imports and exports, and without increasing the 
danger to shipping ; and . 

" Whereas we believe compulsory pilotage is a tax on commerce 
between the States that ought not to exist and the abolition of-compul
.sory pilotage at this port has proven greatly beneficial to our interests 
and has in no way interfered with the safety of vessels entering and 
leaving 1.llis port : Therefore be it _ . 

"Resot ved, That the Chamber of Commerce of Wilmington, N. C., 
.recognizing the importance of cheap transportation and unhampered 
intercourse between the -difl'et·ent sections of the United States, warmly 
commend the bill and express the earnest hope that the measure will 
receive the support of our Representatives in Congress. 
. ."And be it turth.er resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent 
,to Ron. Gn.BFJ.RT B. PATTERSON and the other Representatives from this 
State, and also to Ron. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, chairman of Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee." 
. What this "tax on commerce" between the States amounts to in 
fees was stated by Mr. Plummer, in his circular letter to the commit
tee (p. 4!>), as one-quarter of a million dollars per year, and by Mr. 
P1mdleton, at the hearing on the bill, as having amounte<}. in the last 
thil·ty-five years to more than the entire value of the present fleet of 
coastwise sailing vessels, neither of which statements has been refuted 
o~· questioned by tbe pilots before -the committee. · and this money is 
all in addition to the large amounts in fees which they collect under the 
general system of compulsory pilotage 'from vessels engaged in 'the 
foreign trade, which amounts swell the income of these pilots in the 
Southern States to sums ranging, as has been estimated, from $2,000 
to $10,000 each per year. And in connection with the fact of such high 
comv.ensation it is important to note that the "system" there has been 
so peculiarly developed that the pilots work but at intervals, many of 
them seeing actual service but one-third or one-fourth of the time. . 
· The crushing character of these pilot charges was illustrated by 
many cases, and that of the schooner 8. M. Bird is here presented as 
one illustration. 

Hon. CHAs. E. LITTLE.FIELD, 
Washington, D. C. 

NEW YORK, Ja.nuat·y 11, 1906. 

.MY DFJAR Sm: On Friday last I stated before the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee that the Plant system paid about $100 per 
month for pilotage going in and coming out of Key West on their 
steamship line running in the foreign trade, approximately $3.50 pet 
day, equivalent to $1.75 for inward pilotage and $1.75 for outward. 
As this statement was somewhat challenged by Captain O'Brien, al
though he- admitted they had a reduction from the regulat· rates, but 
said he did not know to what extent, I decided to seek further infor
mation to corroborate my -statement, and had Messrs. N. A. Benner & 
Co., a large concern of this city, wire their · different agents at Key 
West as follows: 
W. J. H. TAYLOR, Key West, Fla.: 

· Please ·wire. collect, if Plant's Line s'teamers coming ·from Habana 
and going to Habana, in and out Key ·west, takes pilots, and the amount 
of pilotage they pay. Do you know of any special arrangements they 
have? Wire fully. · 

N. A. BENNER & Co. 
From whom the following reply came : 

· "Plant Line steamers do not take · pilots either coming or going to 
Habana from Key West. Pilots have a special agreement with man
ager of P. & 0. Steamship Company for thirteen hundred dollars per 
year, covering all their shtps for pilotage. · • 

"W. J. H. TAYLOR." 
The following telegram was sent to W. D. Cash : · 

.W. D. CASH, Key West, Fla.: · 
Please wire, collect, if Plant's Line steamers coming from Habana 

and going to Habana, in and out Key West, takes pilots, and the amount 
of pilotage they pay. Do you know of any special arrangements they 
have? Wire fully. 

N. A. BENNER & Co. 
From whom the following replies were received : 
"r-,ant Line steamers from Key West to Habana, Habana to Key 

West, pay special rate pilotage thirteen hundred dollars year. · 
" W. D. CASH." 

"Plant Line do not take pilots, but pay special rate mentioned. 
" W. D. CAsH." 

I herewith inclose copies of the original telegrams sent and the 
replies received, which I desire that you file with the committee. 

I inclose herewith the bill for pilotage of our schooner 8. M. Bird, 
that was at Key West last October. Her pil_otage in and out was $130. 
The value of the Bird and cargo was approXImately $10,000 to $11.000. 
The value of .the Plant steamer is approximately $500,000. My sailing 
vessel, going ft·om an Amel"ican port to an American port, was compelled 
to pay $130 for one trip, and the steamer valued at $500,000, engaged 
in the foreign trade, was compelled to pay for one trip less than. $4. 

-l desil·e to fm·theL' .. illustrate the excessive charges for pilotage by 
the f9llowing statement, showing the amount the American schooner 

~iz ~· Bird paid for pilotage from ·september, 1905, to Novem~er, 1905, 

September 21, 1905, at Savannah, Ga ______________________ $114. 23 
Octooer, at Key West, Fla.:_..:._____________________________ 130. 00 
October 28, at Port Tampa, Fla __________________ :._________ 87. 75 
November, at Gulfport, Miss ___________________________ .___ 128. 00 

Making a total of '$459.98. The Bird!s pilotage charges in the for
eign port of Habana were $32, as -against $114.2R at Savannah, $130 at 
Ke_y West, $87. 75 · at Port Tampa,- and $128 at GGulfport. 

During the time she was paymg these pilots $459.98' the total amount 
of her earnings left for her owners was less than $350. 
.. _I also ha_nd you bills on the schooner Harold 0. Beecher, on a voyage 
from Pascagoula to Kingston, Jamaica, showing that the pilotage at 
Pascagoula was $96, and at Kingston, Jamaica, was £6 9s., equivalent 
to ·about $30. -This vessel delivered 282,145 feet of lumber. 

Gulfport.-Captain O'Brien has· filed a telegram with the committee 
rt;latlng t? the Gulfport pilotage, -and so I herewith· inclose you tht·ee 
pilotage btlls on the Gertrude A. Bartlett; the first one receipted by John 
Lewis, treasurer, the bill reading: " -Pilotage, as per agreement, $40." 

If more '.lata is required, I shall be pleased to furnish. 
· _Very respectfully, yours, , · 

FIELDS S. PENDLETON. 
The evidence before the committee showed the abuses incident to the 

existing system and the gross discriminations against the coastwise 
sailing fleet practiced tl;lereunder. 

"Mr. PE:'IDLETO~. Now, I want to give you some facts whlch will 
show you that we have been . up against this proposition for the last 
thirty-five years. Take a Clyde steamer that leaves . New York and 
goes down to Charleston, then goes to Fernandina and Jacksonville 
and comes back to Fernandina and loads in Charleston and goes to 
New York. It rcy vessel does that, when she gets back she has paid 
between $500 and $600 pilotage. That is the discrimination How 
can we go up against that? · 

"Mr. WATSO~. Five hundred dollars or $600 for pilotage? 
"Mr. PE~DLETON. Yes, . sir; and that when we did not require a pilot 

and did not desire one. * * • Let us take the Mallory Steamship 
Line that runs from New Yor.k to Brunswick and to Key West and 
Mobile and goes back to Key West and comes to Brunswick and then to 
New York. If my vessel was to go there and take a cargo in competi
tion with them over that same line, it would cost me for pilotage over 
$800, carrying the same amount of cargo. * • • 

"Mr. WILSON. Do you know of any case where a man has had the 
advantage of going into these ports without paying pilotage? 

" Mr. PENDLETON. Without paying pilotage at all? 
." Mr. Wits·oN. · Yes ; or a much smaller amount. 
" Mr. PE~DLETON. I showell you a case yesterday. I could give .you 

twenty-five cases nqw fro111 memory . • l can give you six or seve'n cases 
which were furnished me by the pilots themse~ves at this o.ne poL·t. • • • 

" 'J:ake the Ocean Steamship Company of Savannah, that runs in and 
out of. SavEtnnah from New York and goes from Savannah to Boston and 
New York. If my vessels ran on that route, it would cost me $150 a 
day, ' $50,000 a year, and 'tlie steamers carried 95,000,000 feet of lumber 
from Savanna,h last year. It is practically -the same · amount as the 
sailing vessels C"a1-ried, and to· New York they carry a great d'eal more, 
because ·to New York they have regular steamship lines. • * • 

"Mr:· HINSHAW. ' If this bill should pass, would a pilot still be re-
quired on the tug? . -

". Mr. PE~DLETON. No, sir; the Government licenses them. The tug
boat owner, of course, selects competent men, first-class men, because if 
they tow a vessel and get her aground they are liable for the damage 
they d~ , . 

'.'Now, gentlemen of this committee, if this is not discrimination 
against us, what is it 1 Congress took the pilotage off the steamers 
thirty-five years ago, and the sailing vessel has been compulsorily em
ploying · them ever since, to the extent that we have paid more in 
-pilotage in. that time than the entire fleet is worth- to-day. 

"Mr. HrxsHA.w. The steamers .have no tugs? . . 
"Mr. PEXDLETON. No. sir; but the sailing vessels do, and conse

quently in going in and out of -the southern ports it makes a do.uble bur
den o.q. us. We not · only have to . leave that money in the South, but 
we have to leave the pilotage there, although the services are -not de
sired and are not required. • • * 

" Here is another case at Gulfport. I went down there. I had paid 
them $128 ·pilotage, and I fowid ano€her vessel there that was owned 
down South that was coming in and going out and was paying $40. 
Then there was the Mary E. Morse that came to Gulfport. She paid · 
$140 or $150, and I found a British schooner, the schooner Lillie, going 
in and out 'of there, paying only $46. · 

"l\lr. HI~SHAW. Approximately the same tonnage?-
" Mr. PE)<L>LETON. The Morse is a little larger, but the draft is ap

proximately the same. 
"l\Ir. FORD -EY. What is the dil!erence in the cacacity of the two? . 
. ., Mr. PENDLETON. The -Morse will carry · 440,00 ·feet of lumber, and 

the other one was about Z50,000. • • • . 
"Mr. FORDNEY. As between the vessel which paid $150 pilotage and 

the one that paid $40? 
- "Mr. PENDLETON. That was two other vessels. Theirs was the Ger
td.tde Bartlett and mine was the s. M. Bird. Mine paid $128 as against 
their $40. The Bm·tlett carried 28,000 feet of lumbet· more than mine. 
The Morse ·paid $140, and the other vessel paid $46. Mi-ne was an 
American vessel going fl'om an Amel'ican port to an American port 
and the othel' was a British vessel coming from a British port. 

" Captain <)'BRIEN. How do you know that was a British vessel? 
·" 1\Ir. PENDLETON. She hailed from Nova Scotia. They can not be 

owned in the United States, except against the law. 
"Mt·. HINSHAW. Was that an arbitrary discrimination? 
"Mr. PENDLETON. It is a discrimination they at·e making down there. 

We are not only obliged_ in this section to meet the competition of the 
steamers, but we have to meet the competition of b"oth British and other 
fore~gn sailing vessels getting in and out southern ports at about one-
fourth of what we pay. . 

" Mr. WACHTER. Did you make any investigation as to the reason 
why they chat·ged you so much more than the British vessel? 

" Mr. PENDLETON. I am not giving you this secondhand ; I got it right 
from the pilots themselves. . 

" Ml'. LITTLEFIELD. What reason did they give? 
"Mr. PENDLETON. They did not give any. I offered to pay them $7! 

iJ' they -would take the vessel out, but they would not, and :they libele<J 
the vessel and the case is in the courts down there. The tugboat people 
said it was against the law to interfere-with the pi~otage business, and 
so I was compelled· to put up ,$250 in cash, and they have my money.· 

"Mr. PATTERSON. Who was that pilot? 
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"Ur. PE.XDLETON. M. H. Scarborough, a.nd ten others told me the 

same thing. 
" lr. LITTLEb'IELD. That is the usual thing? 
"Mr. !>ENDLETO~. Yes. sir; L. N. Dantzler & Co. have seven or eight 

vessels, and they all do the same tbino-. 
"Mr. l'ATTBRSOX. How many pilots are there at that port? 
"Mr. PE!'i!DLETO~. 'l'welve. Is there a pilot here from Gulfport? I 

was told by Capt. J. W. Shute, o! the British schooner Blomidon, that 
be paid $44 in and out. 

~·Mr. HUMPIInEYS. Do the pilots regulate this themselves? 
"Mr. l'E"~o;DLETO~. ·No-. sit·. 
"Captain O'Bnn:~. 'l hey have nothing to do with it. 
"Mt•. HUMPHREY. Who docs? ' 
"Captain O'Bnn;~. The pilot commissioner. . 
"Mr. I'ENDLETOX. 'l'be pilot commissionet· at this place, Mr. Hewes, 

told me It was an outrage and that he had never known anything about 
it until I came there a few days ago. 

··I noticed in the statement of the Fred lV. Ayer pilotage, $40, com
ing from Cuba or the West lndies or Colon. and so I sent for the 
vouchers and I found that we- were .paying $12;) and $150 where the 

!%t~ ~a:n ~!Y~~~ ~~~th ~~~ t~al ;~~{e ~~iub·i~~ 1f~~r~ra~~~s.ha;~eij ~~ 
many vessels south, taking them all together, as I have during the last 
ten years. 

"Mt·. HrxSHAW. Yon must be a Yankee. 
"Mr. PEXDLETON. Yes, sir. 
" Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Do you have any regular trade? 
"Mr. PEI'DLE'l'O~. · Ye , sit·. 
"I say that when your money or property is taken away from you 

without your consent and without rendel'ing any service, it is robbery; 
yes, worse than robbery. because we are compelled to pay for a service 
that is never desil·ed and not required. 

"Mr. WATSO~. Do any o! your vessels ever require pilots in or out? 
"Mr. PENDLETO~. No, sir. I was going to come to that. I want to 

discuss this proposition further and have a little more time. 
·• aptain O'BRIE~. We all want more time. 
"1\Ir. FORDXEY. I want to say, for the benefit of the gentlemen pres

ent, that ~orne time ago I bad made up my mind to vote !or this 
measure. I then changed my mind and decided that I ·would vote 
against the measure, and I made the statement to some gentlemen here 
that I would vote against this measm·e, but after hearing Mr. Pendle
ton's statement about this discrimination, U)lless they can satisfy me 
that the statement is incorrect, can give me some substantial evidence 
that the statement is incorrect, I must support this bill." 

* * * * * * * 
"Mr·. LITTLEFIELD. Is there any special arrangement at Key "West 

with the Plant System, a foreign line? 
·• Captain O'BRIEX. I think there is. 
"Mt·. LI'l'TLEFIELD. What reduction does that forejgn line get? 
" Captain O'Bni EX. I do not know. , 
"Mr. LITTLEFIET.D. Did you not muke the contract? 
"Captain O'BRIE -. I made one contract, but they broke it. 
"Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Under the anangement that you made, bow much 

reduction was the foreign line getting? . 
·• Captain O'BmEX. 'l'hat is not a foreign line. It is owned by Mr. 

H. I. Fla~ler and other gentlemen who are not any more foreJgnet·s 
than the State of Maine people are. 

"M:r. LITTLEFIELD. She sails foreign. What arrangement did you 
make with them? 

·• Capta_in O'BRIEX. I think we made it a fractional part of the 
pilotage. 

" Mr. LITl'LEFIEf.D. What fractional part? 
" Captain O'BRIE~. I think it was one-half or three-fourths pilotage, 

but it did not last over a month. They bt•oke that an-angement. I 
nm not positive what tbe details were. 

"1\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. You made it? 
"Captain O'BmEx. Yes, sir. 
" Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Did they refuse to pay it? 
" Captain O'BRIEX. I was not president of the National rilots' Asso

ciation at that time. They probably found that it was not within 
the law and that the law would not permit it. 

" 1\Ir. WILSON. Then what occurred? 
"Captain O'BRIE~. They made another arrangement by which the 

rlant ships would carry tile pilots up and down and to give them serv
ice, and that permitted the pilots to have only one pilot boat, when 
probably two would be required. 

"Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It was a great deal cheaper system fot· the Plant 
System than for the coastwise line ; in other words, it was a dis
crimination in their favol'? 

" Captain O'BRIEX. I do not know, when you take into consideration 
the service they give the pilots, because it would ba.ve cost the pilots 
so much more to keep up a pilot boat." 

These bills show the discriminations. 
GULFPORT, SHIP I SLA"'D HARBOR, MISS., 

Febnta1·y 8, 1901. 
Captain m~a owners schooner G . .A . BartletJ to Ship Island Pilots' 

.Association, Dr. 
As per agreement------------------- ~----------------------- $40 

Total---------------------- -------------------------- 40 
Jos. LEWIS, T1 ·easurer. 

GULFPORT, MISS., Febrttary 4, 1905. 
Oa]Jtain and owners G . .A. Bat·tlett, to Ship Islan(Z Pilots' Associa

tion, D1·. 
Pilotage, forty dollars. 

Total -------------------------------------------------- $40.00 
. F. D. MORAN, Pilot. 

The following receipted bills of schooner Gertrude Bat·tlett prove that 
at Mobile they allow favored ve scls to go in and out for one pilotage, 
or o~e-bal:f of the regular charge : 

. MOBILE, ALA., Ap1·i1 !"!, 1901. 
Sclwoiler Gertrude Ba rtlett and ou:ners, to pilot boats Ida Lou;e and 

.Louise F. Ha1·p e,. and owners, D1·. 
For outward pilotage over lower· bar, 13 feet, at 3.50 per fooL $45. 50 
For bay pilotage from city to lower bar, 13 feet, at ~0.50 per 

foot ------- - --------------------------- -------------- 6.50 

Recei>ed payment, 

XLI--10 

52. oo-
W. C. CARRELL, Agent, 

Pet• W. H. DwYER, 

1\IoBILE, ALA., July 13, 1901,. 
Sohoone1· Get·tt·ude _;1. Bat·tlett and otvnc1·s, to pilot boats Louise F. 

Harper and Moses H. Grinnell ana owners, Dt·. 
For outward pilotage over lower bar, 14 feet, at $3.50 per fooL_ $49. 00 
Total -------------------------------------------------- 49.00 

Received payment. 

0. K. , H. F. SPOL' L, Jia- t cr. 

w. c. CARRELl,, 
Per P. B. Drxo~. Jr. 

MoBILE, AL.A..,· September 15, 1905. 
Schoone1· G. A. Ba1·tlett and orcne1·s, to pilot boats Louise F. Harper 

and Moses H. Grinnell and owners, Dt·. 
For outward pilotage over lower bar, 13 feet. at $3.50 per fooL $45. 50 
For bay pilotage fr·om city to lower bar, 13 feet, at :j>0.50 per 

foot ------------------------------------------------- 6.50 

52.0Q 
Recei>ed payment. 

W. C. C.\.RRELL, Agent. 
Per W. H. DwYER. 

MOBILE, ALA., December "', 1904. 
Schooltel' Gertntde A. Bat·tlett and ou:ners: to pilot boat~ Louise F. 

Hat·pe!· ancl Moses H. G1·innell and owners, Dr. 
For outward pilotage over lower bar, 13 feet, at $3.50 per fooL $45.50 
For bay pilotage from city to lower bar, 13 feet, at $0.50 per 

foot -------------------------------------------------- 6. 5~ 

Received payment.
Pet· 

52.00 

W. C. CARRELL, Agent. 
rerR. w. C. 

Tot only is this discrimination almost continually practiced under 
t-his system of the pilots, but in South Carolina at least the law itself 
discriminates a~ainst the coastwise fleets sailing between theit· ports 
and ports outside of the State; only expressly excepting in the follow
ing language all domestic commerce !rom the exaction o! pilotage : "All 
coasters and other vessels trading between any ports within this State 
excepted." (Code o! Laws o! South Carolina. 1902. sec. 1633.) 

We have been handed a letter from Captain Wells to Mr. Pendleton, 
which shows what not infrequently happens under the existing system: 

NEW YORK, January £4, 1906. 
Mt·. FIELDS S. PExDJ,ETOX. 

DEAR SIR: Knowing that you are deeply interested in reference to 
a bill now before the committee on " compulsory pilotage " against 
sailing vessels, I would like to recite to you a personal experience I 
hnd in conjunction with a Captain Kelly, of the British steamship 
!Jan_q!lale. . . 

My vessel, the Amel'ican schooner Arthur a. Wade1 was chartered to 
load a cargo ot lumber at Cbebaw River·, South Carolma, !or New York. 
As I have previously loaded several cargoes at Chehaw River, I am 
natuyally well acquainted in entering the port of Cbehaw. 

Upon 'my last voyage ther·e I arrived at the St. Helena bar December 
24. 1903, 2 p. m., and found the British steamship Langdale anchored 
at the har. The captain of the Langdale communicated with me and 
infot·med me that he had been there since December 23, 4.30 p. m., and 
bad been flying pilot flags. and during the night burning pilot signals. 
I also bad my pilot flag flying, but no pilot responded to our si~nals. -

The captain of the steamer Langdale asked me if I was familiar with 
the port. and, as I was, he asked my assistance in getting his steamer 
into port, as he had been there since December 23, 4.30 p. m. As be 
bad been there so long, and as I had been there several hours and no 
pilots in sight, tbe· captain of the steamer said be would tow my vessel 
into the harbor with my assistance, be assuming- all responsibility. I 
ga>e bim my charts of the harbor and be proceeded with my vessel in 
tow. 'J'he pilots never arrived at the bar until Wednesday, December 
~7. 1005, postmeridian. 

lVllen Captain Kelly, of the steamer I,angdale, went to clear at the 
custom-house at Beaufort he was arrested, and I was also placed under 
arrest, the charge being that we should not have taken our vessels into 
port without pilots. The captain of the Langdale, as well as myself, 
ha,·e made sworn statements before a magistrate at Charleston, S. C. 
We were released for the time being under !Jail. 

"Gnde1· the circumstances which I bav~ stated, is it fair that our 
arrests were made and that we should be placed under penalties? 
Surely we waited and gave sufficient time for pilots to board our v-es
sels . Were we to walt there for some indefinite time and place our 
vessels and lives in danger of a storm coming up? Is it fair that ves
sels remain outside of the harbor waiting for pilots from !our to five 
days and then not have a pilot come on board? 

I will gladly procure for you or the committee a copy of OUl' sworn 
statement made at Charleston, S. C., b.efore tlJ,e magistrate, which fur
nishes a full detail account o! the incident. 

I re_main yours, truly, 

The following is in the same line : 
The EDITOR OF THE HERALD : 

E . E. WALLS, 
Sc1toone1· .At·tlzur a. Wa(le. 

Will you kindly publish in your valuable paper the facts in regard 
to pilotage at Port Royal? I arrived off the bar on the 5th inst;mt at 
half past 7 a. m., wind northeast, strong breeze, heavy sea on, and 
~~~rtn:{uf:dnf~~; tS:~o~ta~~- the southwest. Seeing no pilots, I came in 

Two hours afterwards a pilot came and demanded pilotal$e on the 
ground that he was on board of the Martins Industry lignt-ship, 3 
miles to leeward of the bar. Other pilots asserted that they were out 
in their boat a.nd would -nave reached us in an hour. 

I ref used to pay and was arrested, baled to court, and fined 100 
because I had not complied with the law by waiting ten hours outside 
with a pilot flag flying before coming in. To stop further proceedings 
I paid tbe $31 pilotage claims and the costs of court, and the fine was 
remitted. . 

Sbipmasters coming to Port Royal should know that they must wait 
outside, no matter what the weather conditions are, ten hours before 
they can come in, under penalty of fines or imprisonment. 

R. 0. PARKER, 
Alaste-1· Schooner Viator, of Boston. 

PORT ROYAL, S. C., Ap1•1Z 6, 190i. 
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The foregoing clearly shows that the sxstem is not only "unwise," 
but that gro s abuses are practically inevitable under it. 

The Supt·eme Court of the nited States has recently held (195 
U. S., 34;:>) that if the -present system is "unwise" that "the remedy 
is in Congress, in whom the ultimate authority on the subject is vested, 
and can not be judicially afforded by denying the power of the State 
to exercise its authority over a subject concerning which it has plenary 
power until Congre~s has seen fit to act in the premises." 

Th fact that l::arges, steam towed, and which neither pilots nor any
one else can navigate without their towboats, are, nevertheless, taxed 
by these pilots for no possible service rendered is shown by the fol
lowing letter : 

llon. . E. LITTLEFIELD, 
House of Rcprescntatires, 1Vashing1on, D. C. 

DE.ill Srn : We take the liberty of suggesting that we think your 
efforts to suppress the compulsory pilot charges should have the recog
nition and support of all those who have been impo ed on for yeat·s. 

We have a line of barges entirely dependent on tugboats· for move
ment trading from James Rivet· points to New York, and notwith
standing the tn~s have Govel'Dment pilots aboarll we are compelled to 
pay the Virginia Pilots' Association, a body which we understand is 
not even incorporated, a yearly fee of 10 cents per ton for the priYi
lege of going and coming through the Capes. 

We a1·e writing- our Representatives, Messrs. TALI:OTT, WACHTER, and 
MVDD, urg-ing them to stand by you, and hope befor_e long to see the 
end of this odious custom. which, in our case _particularly, is nothing 
mor·e than a ·• hold up." The pilots render us no ser·vice whatever. 

Respectfully, yours, 
THFJ P. DOGGHERTY CO:.UPA..--iY, 
THO:\IAS F . McHuGH. 

Tbat this instance is but one of many is shown by the letter from the 
American Towage and Lightel'ing Company, as above printed. · 

Hon V. ll. Metcalf, Secretary of Commerce and 'Labor, strongly in
dorses this bill. 

DEPAilTMEXT OF CO~UIERCE AND LABOR, 
0FI>'ICE OF TlJE SECREURY, 

Hon. WILLI..U.I r . FnYE, 
Washington, January 3, 190G. 

Chairman Committee on Commerce) United States Senate. 
SIR: In reply to your letter of the 8th ultimo, inclosing S. 30, Fifty

ninth Congress, fir t session, "A bill to remove discriminations against 
American sailing vessels in the coasting trade,' and requesting me to 
furnish your committe2 with such suggestions as I may deem proper 
touching the merits of the bill and the propriety of its passage, I have 
to state: · 

The passage of tbe bill has been recommended in the last eleven re
ports of the Commissioner of Navigation. (Reports for 1895, pp. 45-
47; 1896, pp. 31-32; l897, ~P· 45-46; 1898, p. 62; 1899, ~- D; 
1000, p. 60; 1901, p. 6..> ; 190:., p. 64; 1003, p. 46; 1904, .p. 4o, and 
Hl05. pp. 18-19.) -

Without taldng up in detail the ar"'uments set forth in these re
ports, I have the honor to submit briefly the following reasons why I 
deem the passage of the bill dP.sirable : . 

By the act of' February 28, 1871, Congress provided that steam ve sels 
in the coasting tt·ade, when in charge of a pilot licensed by the Steam
boat-Inspection Service, should be exempt fr·om pilotage cbar~es imposed 
by State or local authority. Sail vessels in the coasting tt·ade, how
ever, remain subject to such charges, which in many instances · are 

·very beavy, and, in fact, such charges are impo ed in the States of 
Virginia, North and South Carolina, Geor·gia, Flot·ida, Mississippi, and 
Texas. Most States, however, have abolished this disr.rimination 
against sailing vessels. But the discl'imination was created by Con
gress, and the relief should naturally come through an act of Congr·css. 

The bill provides that to obtain the advantages of exemption fl"Om 
pilotage charges in the coasting trade tbe master· or mate of a sailing 
vessel acting as pilot must be licensed by Federal authority _in the same 
manner as similar officet·s on steam ves els are licensed. This require-
ment is in itself an aid to safe navigation. . 

While the natural development of marine architectUre favors the in
crease of steam vessels and the decrease of sail vessels, the combined 
effect of the act of Congress and of the laws of certain States named 
hastens the decline of sail vessels, which furnish the officers required 
for steamers. The following table shows the tonnage of seagoing Amer
ican steu.mers and seagoing American vessels, rigged with sails, on June 
30, 1904, and June 30, 1894 : 

1905. 189!. 

Steam .. . ..... . . ·· · - .. -··-- .. ··-···----.··---·----- .... ·-·- 1, 242,611 647,024 

~~~~~J~:-~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:~~ ~~:~~! 
Rigged barges····· ·· · ·-··············~·······-·--···--···· 247,707 62,821 

1----------l---------
Total sail ..... __ , ... :. __ .... __ ....... _ ..... ·- -· ···-. 1, 367,820 1, 429,849 
'l'otal sail an_d steam ... ·-···--···········-··-····-- · 2,610,431 2,076,873 

While seagoing American steam tonnage has practically doubled in 
ten years, seagoing American tonnage under sails has remained virtu
ally stationary. 

Congress has spent in recent years many millions of ·dollars in har
bor improvements, which should have lessened the need of pilots and 
made navigation easier. · 

All tonnage entering and clearing the United States, in foreign trade, 
is subject to pilotage charges. Such tonnage has increased from 
40,261,353 tons in 1894 to 59,067,985 tons in 1904. This increase of 
nearly 50 per cent in ten years should suffice, under all the conditions, 
to maintain the . pilotage system at its full efficiency. 

I have th-e honor to submit that the passage of S. 30 will be the most 
effective measure of any now before Congress for the maintenance of 
tbe American seagoing fleet under sail, and relieve it from a discrimina
tion which each :rear grows more onerous. 

Respectfully, 
V. H. METCALF) Sec:·etat·y. 

If it were necessary to maintain this sy:tem of compulsory pilotage 
in these southern ports as a public service (and the experience of 
ports without it certa.inly indicates that it is not), it is manifestly an 
unjust and inde:::en~i !J!e di:scriminatoa to put the burden of support· 

ing such a public service upon the weaker and individually owned part 
of our interstate carriers, tbe sailing vessels, and exempt their pow
erful competitors, the steamers; and the absolute absurdity of present 
~egulations, espectially as bearina- upon safety to life and property, 
IS shown by the fact that under present laws a captain, holding both 
a steamship and sailing vessel's United States license, may to-day 
take into a southern port a steamet· drawing 20 feet o! water and car
rying passengers, without taking a pilot or being required to pay for 
one; while to-morrow, if he enters that same port with a sailing vessel 
drawing but half as much water, carrying no passengers, and berner 
towed by a · loca l steamboat whose master is an expet·t navigator in 
those waters, he must take and pay for a pilot whom he can not use, 
or p:~.y for one, even if he does not bother to stop and take ·bim on 
board, pro.vided he is spoken by the pilot. · . 

1-'ree trade between the States -is a fundamental principle of this 
Government. Any unnece sary tax upon it is a burden from which 
the public suffers and should not be allowed to continue, even though 
the revenue de-rived therefrom went to a State or municipality instead 
of to about 130 private individuals, as in this ca e. 

The pilotage affected by this bill is, as a rule, in the control of a few 
favored men in each port, who, under the laws now existing there, 
retain the business to the e-:rclu ion of those who otherwise might com
pete and thus reduce the present high charges-charges which the evi
dence (p. 19) shows to be some five times as high as in ports not so 
controlled. 

IXSURAXCE COUPA.XIES FA.TOR IT. 

IIow the insurance companies who take so large a part of the riSks 
on cargoes and vessels affected by this bill, and who have no possible 
interest except to reduce the losses for which they must pay, view this 
measure is· shown be; ow : 

Crunu:s H. Gnos>Exon, Esq., 

BOSTO~ IXST'RAXCE CO:.\IPA. Y, 
Boston, Janttat'V 9, 1906. 

Chairman Met·chant Mat·ine ana Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR SIR : House bill No. 5281_; introduced in the House of Repre
sentatives by Representative LI'l'TLF.FIELD, of Maine, entitled "A bill to 
remove discrimination against American sailing vessels in the coasting 
trade," bas been called to om· attention. 

As a considerable portion of om· business is the insuring of American 
sailing vessel and their cargoes in tbe coastwise trade, we believe that 
the abolishment of compulsory pilotage on vessels, as covered by this 
bill, will be of no injury to life or property, and we hope that the bill 
will pass. 

Yours, truly, n. B. FeLLER, President. 

OFFICE OF THE CHINA MUTUAL IXSURAXCE COliPANY, . 
Boston, January 5, 1906. 

CIURLES H. GROSVEXOR Esq., 
Chairman Merchant Ma1·ine an~Z Fisheries Committee, 

Washington) D. 0. 
DEAR SIR : We are pleased to express our approval of House bill 

No. 5281, introduced in the House of Representatives by llepresenta
tlve LITTLEFIELD of :Maine, "A bill to remove discrimination against 
American sailing vessels in the coasting trade." We undet·stand that 
pilotage on our coastwise sailing fleet is not now compulsory in many 
of the States, and can be and is evaded in others by vessels taking out 
year·ly licenses. We are inclined to think that a vessel making or 
leaving port in tow to be as safe, if not safer, without a local pilot, and, 
in fact, believe that the abolishment of compulsory pilotage on ves els 
covered by this bill will be a good thing for the safety of life and 
property. Remaining, 

Yours, very truly, EDliGXD A. PooLE, 

CHAULES TI. GROSYE:KOR Esq., 

l'resident. 

OFFICE OF FIELD & COWLES) 
Boston, January 5) 1VOG.-

Chairman Mc1·clzant "Ual'ine ana Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAn :SIR: "e take pleasure in expre sing our approval of House 
bill No. 5281, introducerl in the Hou e of Hepresentatives by llepre
sentative LITTLEFIELD, of l\!aine, entitled, "A bill to remove discrimina
tion against American sailing vessels i n the coasting trade." 

Pilotage on our coastwise sailing fleet is not now compulsory in 
many of our States, and can be and i evaded in others by vcs els 
taking out a yearly license. We believe n vessel makin~ ot· leaving 
port in tow to be as safe, if not safer, without a local pilot and, in 
fact, fully believe that the complete abolishment of compulsory pilot
age on vessels covered by this bill will at least work no harm to the 
safety of life or propet·ty. 

Yours, very truly, FIELD & COWLES, 
Agents. 

PROVIDEXCE \\"' ASHIXGTOX INSURANCE CO:\IPA.~Y, 
Providence, R . I., Jantw1·y 10, 190G. 

Hon. CIU .. RLES II. GROSVENOR, 
Chairman Machant Mm·,ine and Fisheries Committee, 

TVashington, D. C. 
DE..!..n Sm : As an insurer of American hulls and cargoes betweeu 

coast ports, we desire to express our opinion that the abolition of the 
compulsory pilotage law, in its application to this class of business, l!l 
a wise measure, and we hope that it will be done. We believe that l..t 
will not increase the loss of life or property. 

Yours, truly, 
J. B. llRAXCII, President. 

And it is specially significant that every insurance company ~bicb 
bas expressed an opinion on this bill has been unqualifiedly in favor of 
the measure. Such protests us ba,-e been made by underwriters or 
marine insuran<!e companies appear to relate to legislation of an en
tirely different character. 

Some of the t·easons why these r.eople who understand the .situation 
should bold such views and why hfe will he safer under this proposed 
law Is shown by the following extract from the argument of l\!1·. 
Pendleton before the committee (p. 20) : 
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""Now I come to a point of far more importance, the saving of 

,!Juman lives and property. Let me illustrate what I mean. Take a 
vessel that leaves Jacksonville, Ina. She comes out of Jacksonville 
and the barometer begins to fall, which means that a gale of wind is 
coming on. What does the •captain do? Go into Fernandina, Bruns
wick, Savannah, Darien, Charleston, l'ort Royal, along the coast there, 
all harbot·s a few miles apart? No ; he reefs down and goes off the 
shore. If the gale is se,·ere and the vessel springs a leak, the crew 
become exhausted, and possibly the vessel is abandoned and the crew 
may be lost. What would he do in northern waters? When the gale 
comes on he will go into port and wait until the gale is over. I chal
lenge a successful contt·adiction of the statement that one-half of the 
losses south of Cape Hattet·as are caused by the master not having the 
right to go into a harbor the same as he does on the North Atlantic 
coast. Why, gentlemen, suppose we had a compulsory pilotage sys
tem in ports north of Cape Henry. What would you think of charging 
a vessel going into the ·harbors of Philadelphia, New York, Bridgeport, 
New Haven, New London, Fall River, Providence, New Bedford, Bos-

• ton, Cape Ann, and Portland-and the- 386 miles of Maine seacoast? 
If every vessel that went into that trade had to pay eyery time 
she anchored on the same basis as the pilotage in the Southern States, 
it would amount to more than the entire fleet is worth in one year. 
Mr. Chairman, if there is any part of this hemisphere that needs skill
ful · navigation and where the master must have both courage and cau
fion it is "f'ounding" Cape Cod in the months of January and Feb
ruary, heading into Boston Bay, facing a northwester blowing from the 
White iountains 60 miles an hom·." 

That an appropriate remedy fo1· this unjust pilotage system lies in 
Congress is not only stated by the court, but the power has already 
been exercised by Congress for the relief of one-half of the coastwise 
fleet. 'l'hat one man should be taxed to maintain a " system " while 
his neighbor and competitor goes free is self-evident discrimination and 
is ii} no way relieved by any training or readiness for quarantne as
sistance. In fact, all of the suggestions about aid in the quarantine 
service applies almost wholly to fot·eign-going vessels. The fact that 
vessels plying in the foreign trade can and do compromise with the 
pilots regat·dless of the apparent State law; that by some secret ar
rangement pilots regularly make reba!~s to a foreign vessel. while charg
ing an American vessel of the same stze mot·e than tllree times as much 
as they charge the foreign craft, and that where compulsory pilotage 
does not exist, as on the Great Lakes, the business is most prosperous 
and cheap transportation secm·ed to the people, all militates against 
this system. It is not surprising that the construction of -vessels sub
ject to this southern pilot tax has been steadily decreasing and has 
now nearly ceased. This is shown by the following newspaper extract: 
THR IE.1R'S RECORD--NOT 0:1\El TO WHICH BATH CAN POI~T WITH ' PRIDE. 

The year 1905 was a most unfortunate one fot· Bath shipyards so far 
as the amount of tonnage built and launched is concerned, thet·eby mak
ing the year appear small in comparison with many previous years. 
There were but eight vessels built, all schooners, and their aggr·egate 
tonnage was 8,454, divided among the following vessels: 

'l'onnage. 
Alice l\Iay DavenporL------------·------------------------- 1, 144 
Evelyn VV. HinkleY---------------------------------------- fi98 
Orleans· ------ - ------------------------------------------- 7n8 Camilla May Page_________________________________________ G88 

~~~~.~~~~ lf_Y~~-xweii======================================== +~~ Davis Palmer _________________________ _: ____________________ 2, 965 
Robert P. MurphY----------------------------------------- 697 

'l'he comparison in the amount of tonnage with previous years is as 
follows: 

i~8~: ~6v~~~;~18========================================== 
Tons. 
8,45-4 

26, .683 
25, 149 
31,663' 
33,563 
41,532 

1903, 23 vessels------------------------------------------1902, 26 vessels _________________________________________ _ 

gg5: ~~ ~:~~~~~==========================-================ 
As a result of this cessation of building there are at least 1,500 ship 

carpenter:; in Bath alone that are now deprived of their usual employ
ment . 

. 'l'be claim made by Captain O'Brien that vessels wer€ earning large per
centages on their cost and that Maine had practically a monopoly of this 
business, while not germane to the question, is entit·ely incorrect, and the 
statement of Mr. rendleton made before the committee is proven by the 
illustrations here given: • 

Schooner Ellen Little, launched at Rockland, Me., in September, 1004, 
cost, $56,000; dividends first year as follows: December, 1904, dividend 
$601.12; April 10, 1905, $1,600; Jtme 9, 1905, $896; August 1, 1905, 
$1 280; October l, 1905, $1,120, making a total of gross eamings of 
$5:497.17, from which should be deducted the insurance, which, at ~ per 
cent (the regular rate), amounts to $4,480, leaving a balance for owners 
or $1,017.12 to cover interest and depreciation on an investment of 
$56 000, which is less than 2 per cent. 

And the showing made by the schooner Katherin M . Monahan, launched 
at Mystic, Conn., October 18, 1904, is similar. Cost, $45,000: dividend 
January 10, 1905, 500; April 7, 1905, 400; June 13, 1905, $1,400; 
August, 1905, $600 ; October 20, 1905, 1,200, making a total of gross 
earnings for the year of $4,100, from which deduct the insmance at 8 
per cent (the regular rate), leaving $500 net for owners on an invest
ment of $45,000 to cover interest and depreciation, or a fraction over 1 

pe~_r~f~~tatement shows the relation of pilotage to earnings for owners. 

Sclzoone1· Win(1·ed A. Fot·an. Trip No. 1. June 7 to August 9, 1905. 

Stock: 
Stock on 1,255 tons of coal, at 85 cents ______________ _ 
Stock on 13,780 ties, at 14 cents ____________________ _ 
By credit from building accounL--------------------

Port charges : Towage, total for trip _________________ ___ __ $429. 80 
Pilotage, $285 ; license, Virgini~ for year ----- 326. 80 

Harbor master's fee, Sav ------------------
VVharfage -------------------------------Stevedoring coal, $401.60; ties, $478.93 ______ _ 

4.00 
30.00 

880. 53 

$1,066.75 
1,905.87 

15.81 

2,988.43 

Running expens-es : 
Stores -----------------------------------
Chandlery and fittings---------------------
Commissions on freight --------------------
Insurance on advances, etc ______ ----------
Telegrams and telephone __________________ _ 
Rerating chronometer _____________________ _ 
Shipping crew ______________ __ __________ _ _ 
1Vater ----------------------------------Exchange on draft ________________________ _ 

· Ca-ptain's wages __________ ____ ____ __ ______ _ 
Mate's wages-----------------------------Cook's wages ______________ .:_ _____________ _ 
Engineer's wag'es _________________________ _ 
Four seamen's wages----------------------
Agent's commission, 2 per cent_ ____________ _ 

$214.33 
96.08 

121.95 
14.00 

4. 85 
2.50 

15.80 
H.45 
2.20 

176.00 
76.00 
79.00 
64.00 

176.00 
5!).46 

----

Dividend to one one-hundredths, $2----------------------Balance due vesseL ___________________________________ _ 

$2,786.75 

201.68 
200.00 

1. 68 
'l'hese vessels are owned in small pieces by individuals distributed in 

many States. In the Ellen Little there are over 40 owners, and in the 
Katherine M. Monahan there are 83 owners, nearly every State from 
:llaine to Texas being represented in the above-named vessels. 

With a few exceptions this great multiplicity of owners is character
istic of the whole coastwise sail fleet. 

How unfounded have been the statements made regarding the neces
sity for pilots, and the great benefits secured to vessels employing them, 
is ~hown by the following from the hearings : 

" NO VESSELS LOST FOR LACK OF PILOTS. 
"Mr. PE~DLETOX. Mr. O'Brien said that there- were 365 accidents on 

the coast, and led you to belie-ve that they were all caused by the fact 
that pilots were not employed, although he was frank enough to state 
that a gt·eat many of them were outside the pilots' jurisdiction. Well, 
now, he forgot to tell you or to show Y.OU any particular case where a 
vessel bad been damaged becal,lse there was . not a pilot abuard. I 
challenge him to show one, but if he says to me, ' I challenge you to 
show where a pilot has damaged a vessel when he was aboard,' I will 
refer him to a case less than six weeks ago, down in his own neightor
hoou, within 100 miles of his own port, where the pilot ran the vessel 
ashore, stove her bottom and keel out, and the owners had to pay dam
ages to an extent of almost half the value of the vessel. I refer to the 
schooner James Slater, at Pascagoula." 

That the challenge of Mr. Pendleton to the pilots to name a single 
instance where a sailing vessel had been damaged because of the lack 
of a pilot remained unanswered, supports the view of the VVilmington, 
N. C., Chamber of Commerce, i. e., that when men are compelled to 
earn theh· money they make a business of it and better service neces
sat·ily results. 

That these pilots do possess and actually exercise the right to sell 
the privilege of navigating United States waters regardless of the com
peteucy of the captain in charge of the vessel so licensed, is shown hy 
the following: 

" PILOT LICEXSE FOR COASTI~G VESSELS. 
" In pursuance of an act of the general assembly of Virginia, entitle(] 

'An act changing the law in relation to pilots,' pilot license is hereby 
granted for the schooner called the T . W ._ Lawson, burthen 4,914 tons, 
and tradin~ in the watet·s of this Commonwealth for one year from the 
date hereof and no longer, the sum of four hundred and ninety-one dol
lars and forty cents having been received by me. 

" VIRGINIA PILOT ASSOCIATION. 
"Given under my hand and seal this 11th day of February, 1905. 

"0. E. EDWARDS, Agent, 
' Pet· J. J. D." 

The system of compounding for pilots' fees exists in Virginia and 
Georgia, and reduces the business to one of revenue alone to the pilots, 
as it licenses the vessels and proceeds upon the theory that the services 
of the pilots are not in any sense necessary to the vessel. In such cases 
it is simply an arbitrary tribute which the coastwise sail fleet is com
pelled to pay without receiving any benefit therefrom. 

That is, here is a system under which an officer of one of these pilot 
associations sends out from his office to the several vessels annual bills 
for licenses and collects the money, which he then divides up among 
the pilots there, and no service is rendered to the vessel paying this 
money, and no investigation is made by the pilot as to the competency 
of the men in charge of that vessel. 'l'he responsibility of the pilot 
] 1egins and ends with the collection and division of . the money taken 
by them, and if by any chance one of these vessels should require the 
services of a pilot, she would be compelled to pay him the full fee 
exactly as if she had not already paid her annual tribute for her license. 

And this license is of no use in any other southern port except at the 
one where issued. Outside of these States the vessel can not compro
mise, but must pay every time she enters or leaves the harbor. 

And these -licenses regularly issued by the pilots in the States of 
Vil·&inia and Georgia demonstrate beyond all question that the vessels 
neea no pilots there-the pilots by these licenses say so themselves. 

'!'hat even the seeking of a port in distress to secure medical aid fo r 
&ick seamen does not secure relief from the taxes of these pilots is shown 
by the recent cases of the Jennie Hullle,·t and Fortttna, among others. 

The claim of the pilots that the shifting of the .southern bars makes 
it impossible for any but members of their pilots' association to safely 
navigate those waters seems to be completely answered by the follow
ing testimony given by Mr. Pendleton (p. 18 of hearings) : 

"Mr. PE~DLETON. 'l'hat is the old qu.estion. _Last year, or two years 
ago, yon will remember that that question came up, and I -went over to 
the Hydrographic Office and I brought over some charts of five years 
ago and of the present time, and when they brought up the question 
of showing bow the bars had shifted we asked them to show where 
they had done it in five years. They did n ot do it. They were not 
able to do it. If you think that the bars are changing, send over and 
get the charts which were published a year ago and compare them with 
those of to-day." 

No attempt was made to answer this statement in relation to the 
charts and bars. . 

The committee recommends the passage of this bill and briefly sum
marizes some of the reasons : 

I. It removes unjust and oppressi've discrimination against coastwise 
sailing ,·~ssels in southern waters. 
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II. It removes an unnecessary .burden from interstate commerce for 
the benefit of the public. 

III. It gives sailing vessels freedom to seek shelter in nited States 
ports in time of need, and thus insures greater safety to life and 
prope1·ty. 

IV. It permits competent captains to navigate without charge the 
waters which they now navigate without aid from the pilot and waters 
which the licenses of the pilot, issued to the vessels regardless of 
their captains, show that any man can safely sail without assistance. 

Y. Free coastwise pilotage has proved a distinct success in the ports 
of Baltimore and Wilmington, · as well as in all other ports where it 
obtains, and a benefit instead of the predicted injury to the safe na vi
gation of those waters, and has not impaired the efficiency of the pilot 
system as applied to foreign-going vessels. 

VI. Because the opponents of this bill admit that compulsory pilotage 
·on coastwise sailing vessels will be done away with whenever their 
business is sufficiently profitable without it, i. e., the coastwise fleet is 
now taxed to maintain a system for the benefit of others. 

[House Report No. 4090, Fifty-eighth Congress, third session.] 
REUOVING DISCRIMINATIONS AGAINST AMERICAN SAILING VESSELS. 

January 31, 1905.-Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. LIT'l'LEFIELD, from the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, submitted the following report : 

[To accompany H. R. 7298.] 
The Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was 

referred the bill (H . R. 7298) entitled "A bill to remove discrimina
tions against American sailing vessels in the coasting trade," having 
given the same careful consideration, recommend that it do pass. 

The discrimination to which sailing ·vessels in the coasting trade are 
at present subjected was made by Congress in 1871 when it exempted 
steam vessels in the coasting trade from the compulsory employment 
of State pilots whenever such vessels are commanded by a pilot, duly 
licensed by the United States inspectors of steam vessels as a competent 
pilot for the waters into and out of which he pilots his vessel, an 
exemption that is still denied to sailing vessels when in command of 
duly licensed United States pilots. 

Again, a sailing vessel in the coasting trade, when in tow of a tug
boat, the latter commanded by pilots duly licensed by the United 
States inspectors of steam vessels, is required in certain States to 
empoy a State pilot, although the State pilot's services are entirely 
unnecessary, merely consisting of an order to the helmsman on the saii
ing vessel to "follow the tug," which, in fact, is the only thing it is 
possible for the sailing ve sel to do when fastened to the tug. In fact, 
the tug is in charge of and legally resvonsible for the safety of the 
vessels being towed. · 

American sailing vessels in the coasting trade are only subjected to 
the compulsory employment of State pilots in the Atlantic States south 
of tile capes of Virginia and in the ports of the Gulf States. In all 
other ports of the Atlantic, in all of the ports of the Pacific, and in the 
ports of the Great Lakes vessels in the coasting trade, sail and steam, 
are exempt from tbe compulsory employment of State pilots. 

It can not be made too plain, in order to clear away the misconcep· 
tions ·that have gathered around the efforts that have been made to 
secure for sailing vessels relief from the discrimination imposed upon 
them by the act of Congress of 1871, that the bill (H. R. 7298) merely 
proposes to exempt sailing vessels in the coasting trade from the com· 
pulsory employment .of State pilots, on condition, however, that com
petent pilots, so certified by the l'Ocal inspectors of steam vessels in 
the several local districts that have been established by Federal enact· 
ment. are in command of such sailing vessels, or that they are being 
towed by tugboats that are in charge of duly licensed United States 
pilots. 

The safety of life and property will be greatly enhanced by the 
passage of this bill. At the present time, because of the enormously 
high pilotage charges imposed upon sailing vessels by State pilots in 
the n.ine States south of the capes of Virginia, such vessels, when in 
sh·ess. or in danger, or leaking, seek to remaiu at sea and face the dan
ger of destruction of life and property rathet· than attempt to seek 
shelter in these southern ports, because to do otherwise would be to con· 
sume the entire gross earnings of the vessel and tend to bankrupt the 
owners. Doubtless much property and a great many valuable lives 
have been sacrificed in attempts made by the masters of sailing vessels 
on om South Atlantic and Gulf coast to weather storms rather than 
seek shelter in ports that exact pilotage tolls of an extortionate charac-· 
ter for entirely unnecessary services, and in many instances without any 
services. On the North Atlantic coast, where the dangers to naviga
tion are equally great, the situation is entirely different. ' Sailing ves
sels may, and frequently do, seek the shelter of our ports .when in· 
jured, or in distress, or threatened by severe storms, starting out 
again when temporary repairs have been made or when the storm has 
passed, and having been subjected to no compulsory pilotage charges for 
entering and leaving the ports of shelter.. . · 

The great increase in the safety of life and property that will be 
gaintd by the passage of this bill will be understood from a careful 
understanding of the license system in vogue in three o:t' the nine 
States that still exact pilota~e fees from sailing vessels in the coastino 
trade, and this is very clearly explained in the testimony presented to 
the committee by Mr. Fields S. Pendleton, a New York sail-vessel owner 
who on that subject. said : ' 

' Let me first explain the matter of the licenses issued to sail vessels 
by the State pilot commissioners, pursuant to State laws, in three of 
the nine Southem States that still impose upon sailing vessels in the 
coastwise trade the compulsory employment of State pilots. In the 
State of Virginia these licenses are issued to the vessel for one year 
quite regardless of who is in command of the vessel so long as the fee 
of 10 cents per registered ton is paid. If the license is not obtained, 
then the vessel is compelled to pay full pilotage fees for every enh·y into 
and every departure from a port of Virginia. It must be clear that 
the license being issued to the vessel and the vessel then and thereafter 
during the year beln"' free from the compulsory employment of State 
pilots, in that State there is no necessity whatever for the employment 
of State pilots. This refers, of course, to Virginia alone. This is true 
for the reason, as I have stated, that a vessel using the same channels 
and sailln.~ through the same. waters, but bound for Baltimore or any 
port in 1\larylancl, or to Washrngton, is not compelled to pay any State 
pilotage fee whatever when engaging in the coastwise trade. 

" In North Carolina such licenses are issued to the vessel, good only 
for the port of Wilmington. In this case, also, it does not matter what 
kind of a man is in command of the saiL vessel-so long as the license 

fee is paid, the vessel for the balance of the year is exempt from the 
employment of a State pilot. This must satisfy the committee that the 
conditions at Wilmington admit of the easy navigation of sail vessels 
into and out of that port without any aid ~hatever from State pilots. 

" In the State of Georgia a vessel can procure a pilot license after 
paying an inward pilotage and then paying a fee of 25 cents per ton 
register and an additional fee of $3 for issuing the license. In the 
State of Georgia licenses are good only in the port in which they are 
issued. For instance, a ve sel trading to Georgia ports would need a 
license at Savannah, Darien, Brunswick, and Satllla River, which 
would amount to four pilotages each year and 1 per ton on the gross 
tonnage of the vessel. From this it must be perfectly clear to the 
committee that in none of the ports of Georgia is the services of a 
pilot actually necessary, the license issued for each port taking the 
place of and doing the work of the pilot. 

" But it must be understood that these sailing vessels are not run
ning regularly to the ports of Georgia ; they only go there when 
there are cargoes there for them to carry. It is an extremely rare • 
thing where the same vessel will enter the ports of Georgia more than 
four times in any single year. They go to the ports of other Atlantic 
and Gulf States part of the time for c:u-goes. It might easily be_ and 
it very often occurs, that a vessel does not again enter the same port 
in Georgia for which the vessel has procured a license. 

" But the committee should remember that these licenses are not is
sued to vessels in and of the other six States in which the compulsory 
employment of State pilots is required on sailing vessels in the coast
wise trade. As the vessels are trading to the ports of the other States 
quite as much as to the three States that do issue licenses, it will be 
apparent that the licenses only help in the three States, one-third of 
the number, whe~e the employment of pilots is compulsory, and in one 
of the States, in Georgia, the licenses only apply to the particular 
ports in which they are issued." . 

111r. Pendleton filed with the committee three of the original licenses 
issued to vessels in which he is interested, copies of which are ap
pended: 

[Virginia license.] 

Pilot license for coasting vessels. 
In pursuance of an act of the general assembly of Virginia en

titled ·'An act changing the law in relation to pilots." a pilot license is 
hereby granted for the schooner Cactus, burthen 456 tons, and trading 
in the waters of this Commonwealth, for one year fi·om the date hereof 
and no longer, the sum of forty-five dollars sixty cents having been · 
received by me. 

[SEAL.) 0. E. EDWARDS, Agt. 
Given under my hand and seal this 2d day of Nov., 1903. 

[l::lav:mnah license.) 
City of Savannah, ·state of Georgia-No. 513. 

Pilot's license tor -r:essesZ e:rclusi-r;ely engaged in· the coasttcise trade. 
In pursuance of an act of the general. assembl~ of the State <?f 

Georgia, passed December 1st, 1886, amendmg the pilotage law of th1s 
State: 

Permission is hereby granted by the commissioners of pilota~e for 
the port of Savannah to the schooner Joseph W. R1·ooks, of Phlladel
phi:t, Pa., of the burthen of 729 registered tons, to. navigate the bar 
of Tybee and River Savannah, free of compulsory p1lotage, for twelve 
months from the tenth day of January, nineteen hundred and four. 
Expires Jan'y lOth, 1905, at noon. 

Said vessel having complied with all requirements of said act. 
JAS. M. BAn::\A.RD, Jr., 

Chairman Cmnmissione1·s of Pilotage. 
Attest: 

0. C. NEWCO~IB, 
Sec'retary Cornmi,ssione1·s of Pilotage. 

729 tons, at twenty-five cents per ton, $182.25. 
[Darien license.] 

City of Darien, State of Georgia-No. 69. 
For ,;essels e:rclus~t:ely engaged ill the coasting trade. 

In pursuance ol' an act of the general assembly of the State of Geor
gia, passed December 1st, 1886, amending the pilotage laws of this 
State: 

Permission is hereby granted by the commissioners of pilotage for the 
port of Darien to the schooner Cactus, of New York, N. Y., of the 
burthen of 456 registered tons, to navigate the Sapelo and Doby bars, 
and all the bars and inlets from Sapelo bar as far south as St. Simons 
and River Altamaha, free of compulsory pilotage, for twelve months 
from the fifth day of December, 1903. 

Said vessel having complied with all the requirements of said aGt. 
JAMES K. CLARKE, 

Ohait·man Commissioners of Pilotage. 
Attest: 

T. A. STUBBS, 
Secretary Commissioners of Pilotage. 

456 tons, at twenty-five cents per ton, $114.00. 
The issuance of the license to the vessel, of the character described 

above carries with it exemption from the compulsory employment of 
&.ny State pilot, quite· regardless of whether or not a competent man is 
employed to navigate the vessel in the waters of the State or the port 
for which it is issued. The vessel is not subjected by the local boards 
to any examination, nor are those in command of her, in order to ascer
tain whether or not they are competent to pilot the vessel into and out 
of the wafers covered by the license. The license, in fact, is a substi
tute for the State pilot. It is tantamount to an admission by the State 
legislatures, and by the boards of pilot commissioners, and by the State 
pilots ·in the States in which it is issued, that the safety of life and 
property on board of sailing vessels engaged in· the coastwise trade is 
not what is sought by those issuing the license, but that a fee from the 
vessel and a naked subsidizing of the pilots are the sole objects sought. 

The bill (H. R. 7298) substitutes for this condition the requirement 
that the -.;-essel must' be commanded by a duly licensed and competent 
pilot so certified by the United States local inspectot·s of steam vessels 
in the district in which the port is located, which local inspectors, for 
the purposes of examining applicants for such pilots' licenses and for 
the issuance of such licenses, stand to the United States as the boqrds 
of pilot commissioners do for the several States. 

The bill (H. R. 7298) substitutes for a paper license issued to the 
vessel by a. t ttate, regardless of the competency of the master, a llcense 
issued to the master by the United States, certifying that be is a com
petent pilot for the waters he is permitted to navigate with his vessel. 
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Obviously this safeguards life and property, while the license issued 
to the vessel by the State entirely disregards the safety of life and 
prope1·ty. 

Underwriters, shippers, and travelers, and the people generally, 
as1de from the interested State pilots, their friends, supporters, and 
sympathizers, must realize that the passage of this bill (H. R. 7298) is 
for the general good of all. '.rhey must realize that relief is also 
granted to such vessels as now are compelled to pay these pilotage 
fees when they are commanded by or in tow of tugboats commanded 
by duly licensed pilots certified as competent by the officers of the 
United States. . 

There has been shown a disposition to reflect upon the competency
of the local inspectors of steam vessels, in their several districts, to 
examine applicants for these pilots' licenses. This tendency bas been 
quite manifest on the part of the State pil{)ts and th~ir adv{)cates in 
their statements before the committee at the recent and at previous 
bearings. The fact, however, that the masters and mates of all, or 
nearly all, of the regular steamships entering and leaving these south
ern poi-ts in the coastwise trade have been examined by these United 
States local inspectors and given licenses certifying to their compe
tency, and that these pilots thereafter navigate their vessels into and 
out of the ports for which they are licensed with safety and dispatch, 
must show that they are quite as competent as the State pilots. No 
complaint is made as to the injurious evasi{)n of the law in case of 
teamers. .Again, the tugboats that tow vessels into and out of these 

ports are licensed by the United States inspectors, and these tugboats 
are handled by men of great skill and dexterity, besides which the 
tugboats are responsible for the vessel property they undertake to 
pilot in and out, whereas there is no recovery possible to the owners 
or the underwriters through the loss of a vessel or injury to her through 
the neglect or incompetency of the State pilots. 'l'hese facts tend to 
strongly emphasize the necessity for the passage of this bill. 

In the great commercial ports of the North Atlantic sailing vessels 
are permitted by State laws to enter and leave without employing State 
pilots, except when engaging in voyages to and from foreign countries. 
The dangers of navi~ation have not been in the leastenbanced because 
of the exemption or sailing vessels in the coastwise trade from the 
compulsory employment of State pilots in the p01·ts of Maryland. Dela
ware, Pennsylvania, New Jet·sey, New York, Connecticut, Rhode Island, 
and Massachusetts. In the State of Maine there has never been any 
law compelling the compulsory employment of State pilots on any ves
sels, whether engaged in the coastwise or the foreign trade, and yet 
there is no more loss of life and property ill that State, with its dan
gerous rock-bound coast, than there is in other States, propot·tioned to 
the am{)unt of commerce conducted along its shores, nor is there any 
difficulty in procuring adequate pilotage for all shipping in need thert>of. 

As a matter of fact, the vast e:A-penditures made by the United States 
Government for the improvement, and deepening, and straightening 
of these channels and harbors, especially on the southern coast, and 
the excellent charts also issued by the United States Government to
gether with the elaborate systems of light-ships, beacons, buoys, ra~ges 
etc., render navigation both easy and safe. 'Ihat is the principal ob: 
ject of the expenditure. In these expenditures for river and .harbor 
improvement. running far into the millions, and aggregating close to 
a half a billion of dollars for the entire country, the nine States of 
the South that still exact pilotage fees ft·om sailing vessels engaged in 
the coasting trade have had at least their due share. Their shoal 
harbors have been made deep, theit· crooked channels have been straight
ened, their bars ba ve b~ removed·, extensive and expensive jetties 
have been built and are being maintained, and the channels have been 
~o .buoyed and lighted_, and so elaborately and completely charted, that 
1t ts an easy matter, m any weather, for a competent navigator to sail 
his -vessel into and out of these ports with perfect safety. That 
it is done in the ports of the States north of the capes of Viroinia 
the sto~·miest part of the Atlantic, day in .and day out, .year "'after 
year, is the most conclusive evidence of· the truth of this contention. 
It can not be reasonably asserted that what is so frequent and so com
mon an occurrence in the pol'ts of the North Atlantic States is a diffi
cult and dangerous undertaking in the ports o:f the States to the south 
of the capes. But if it were .either dan~erous or difficult the licenses 
would propably never have been granted oy the three States that have 
been named to sailing vessels, exempting them, for a year at a time 
from the employment of any local pilot whatever. 

It is a fact, and especially at Cape Henry, that. few if any vessels 
eTer employ the Virginia State pilots to conduct their vessels into the 
Chesapeake Bay. Were all of the vessels that enter and leave that 
bay to require the services of pilots the number in existence would 
be quite inadequate. .A bout all that the pilots do, therefore, at least 
for v-essels in the coastwise trade. is to hail and speak tllem in order 
that the fee may be exacted for pilotage services, should the vessel "fail 
to have or to purchase, after entering the bay, a license or an exemp
tion by way of tribute from the Virginia board of pilot commissioners 

As has been so frequently pointed out. two vessels, enterin,. the 
Chesapeake Bay via the capes, side by side, one bound to a· Vi~ginia 
port and the other to a Maryland port, navigate _precisely the same 
waters and at almost the same time. The vessel bound to a Virginia 
JJOrt must employ a State P,ilot or purchase a license for ·the vessel. 
'.rhe one bound to a Maryland port is entirely free from the compul
sory employment of any pilot. The necessity is equally great in each 
case. · 

Vessels bound to the District of CQlumbia from sea are exempt f1•om 
the employment of local pilots of any kind. The United States Gov
ernment has not found that navigation is -so dangerous or difficult as 
to compel vessels in the coastwise trade to emplo:;: pilots for the· waters 
of the Potomac Ri\er, and such ve sels, bound for ports on the Po
tomac, in the District of Columbia., are exempt, both on the Potomac 
and at the capes of Virginia, whereas ve:.sels bound to Alexandria are 
ioWF~s~~ by the laws of Virginia to either employ a pilot or purchase 

Even under the laws of the Southern States, where pilotage fees are 
exacted of vessels in the c-oastwise trade, if the vessel manages to enter 
the ports without bein~ hailed or spoken by a pilot, she is exempt from 
the payment of the pilotage fee. So it occurs that sailing vessels fre
quently remain at sea until nightfall, and attempt to enter the ports 
where the pilotage fees are required by escaping the vigilance of the 
State pilots. But this matter is carefully attended to by the pilots, who 
anchor their pilot boats at the entrance to the channel at tbe bar, sweep
ing the <:hannel periodically with powerful searchlights, and bailing and 

·speaking the vessels attempting to escape from their unnecessary, un
used, and costly services. Snch methods and pr{)Cedure in the ports to 
the north {)f the capes of Vir~inia .are quite unknown, and yet their 
~·ast tL·affic is · conducted expeditiously, skillfully, and safely, without 
complaint or hazard other than inherent maritime hazru·ds, that no 
pilot can give immunity from. 

In these southern ports, where the compulsory employment of State 
pilots is still in vogue, it is almost the invariable custom for tb~ sail 
>esse.! to employ a tugboat to tow her from sea to her dock in the har
bor, and to tow her out to sea from her dock after she hab secured her 
cargo. These fine ocean-going tugboats, costing .in the neighborhood of 
$100,000, and ·in some cases even more than that, employin~ a crew of 
a dozen or more men, burning coal, and commanded by skillful pilots 
licensed by toe United States Government officials, render their services 
for about one-half, in many cases for one-third, and in some cases for 
one-quarte1· the sum that is exacted by the State pilot who levies this 
unnecessary and expensive tribute upon the unwilling vessel. The State 
pilot is rarely on board of the sailing vessel for a longer time than the 
tugboat is fastened to her, and in such cases his duties are perfunctory 
and merely nominal-he merely directs that the sailing vessel shall fol
low the tug. A _written note to the master .of the vessel in such a ~se 
would be just as efficacious. Thus, for a service covering but a few 
hours, of no consequence or benefit whatever to the vessel upon which 
it is forced, a sum from $50 to upward of· $100 is charged by the State 
pilot, according to the draft {)f the vessel that is compelled by State law 
to accept his services. If the tugboat causes injury to the vessel she 
tows, or the sail vessel is lost while in tow of the tugboat, the latter is 
liable !or the injury or loss. But if the State pilot by reason of incom
petence or negligence causes injury to the vessel or causes her to be lost, 
he is not liable for the damage caused, and neither owner nor under
writer llas any recourse but to accept the loss. 

The foll{)wing newspaper item shows how vigorously the pilots con
test the question of liability which is _sou~ht to be ·maintained: 

PILOTS WILL .AJ PEAL. 

DECISIO~ IN THE SANTUIT CASE OF lrAR~REA.CHING I!llPORTANCE. 
[Special to The Washington Post.] 

Judge D. Tucke-r Brooke, counsel for the Virginia Pilots' Association, 
which was ·held liable for damages caused by a collision between the 
steamer Sa.ntuit and the schooner George Churchman, while the latter 
vessel was in charge of Pilot Guy, will appeal to the Supreme Court 
from the decision of Judge Waddill. 

The court ruled that Pilot Guy and the association of which he is a 
member must pay to the owners of the Santwit $3,175 'p~id by them to 
the owners of the schooner Glzttt·chman as collision damages. It is 
stated that the· pilot associations of several States are interested in the 
appeal, the effect of which will be widespread if sustained in the higher 
courts. 

NoRFOLK, VA., Jantwry so, 1905. 
It has been explained to the committee that it is a rare thing for 

owners of sailing vessels on our coast to insure their vessels ; tbe in· 
surance ·rates are so high, and the net eru·nings of the vessels are so 
small; that if they were insured there would rarely1 i! ever, be any
thing left for the owner; so the owner assumes the risk. A few cases, 
showing what the comparative earnings of these compulsorily employed 
State pilots are, were brought to the attention of the committee. They 
are worthy of reproduction. Says Mr. Fields S. Pendleton, a New York 
sail-vessel owner : 

" I recently had a vessel loaded at Norfolk whose pilotage was $64.40. 
She went to Charleston and her pilotage in and out was $206, making 
a total pilotage of $270.40. The owners had left .on the voyage 07.06. 
In other words, the pilots got three times as much as the owner 
did. * ,. * 

"Mr. DAVIS. That was for one trip? 
"Mr. :PE~DLETOX. Yes, sir; from Norfolk to Charleston. 
"Mr. DAVIS. That is an exceptional case. 
"~Ir. PEXDLETON. I am going to show you some others. The tug

boat charge for that voyage was $65. It was the Waban, which is a 
new tug, which cost from $70,000 to $· 0,000, and which employs 11 
men and takes all the risk of towin~ a vessel in and out of port, so far 
as accidents go. Her services cost $65, and the pilots, who stood there 
without any responsibility except to walk the deck and wear out their 
shoes, got nearly 333b per cent more. 

"Mr. WILSON. Was the $65 included in the $270? 
"Mr. PFJ~DLETON. The charge of the tugboat was $65. The pilotage 

at Charleston was $206, and at Norfolk $64.40, making a total pilotage 
on the voyage of $270.40. "' * * . 

" The schooner Elizabeth T. Doyle recently went to Jacksonville. 
She had a pilot on board thirty minutes going in. and forty-five minutes 
coming out, and on coming out the pilot said to the captain, ' Captain, 
there is no need of my going out with you ; just follow the tug, and you 
will be all right.' "' * * 

"The schooner John R. Berger, since September has paid the following 
pilotage : September, pilotage in and out of Charleston, $206. 

"Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That was in 1904? · 
"M.r. PENOLETOX. Yes, sir; October pilotage at Norfol\1:, $56.40; No

vember, pilotage in and out of Charleston, $206; December, pilotage in 
and out of Charleston, $184. The pilotage from September to Decem
ber was $652.40. 

"The CHAIRMAN. How much was that pilotage? 
"Mr. l'ENDLETO::-<. Six hundred and fifty-two dollars and forty cents 

from September to December. The vessel is now in Georgetown and has 
got to pay another pilotage in and out, making in all $752, nearly $800 
since September. The owners received $1,000 dividend, and the pilot
age is 65 _per cent of what they receive, and there have not been any 
sails or anchors or chains bought or any repairs . * * * 

"Mr. PENDLETON. * * * 'l.'he schoone·r Lattra went from New 
York to Charleston with coal at 65 cents per ton and bad similar ex
penses. Her gross earnings on the trip were $2,246.65. On that voy
age the bills were $1,934.10, and that left the owners $312.65. 

"'She CHAIR~1AN. Who got the balance of the $1,000? 
"Mt·. PENDLETO--. It was spent for loading, discharging, and the 

towage, and to pay the other different people employed on tJ;ie voyage
the crew and the master. 

·• Mr. WILSON. How much was i_t for pilotage? 
" Mr. PENDLETO::-<. The inward pilotage was $86.61 and the outward 

pilotage was $86.61, m~ng a total pilotage of $173.22. The net earn
ings were $312.55. So the pilotage was 55 per cent of the net earn
ings of the property. That included the vessel. Out of that $31~ the 
owners have- to pay interest, insurance, depreciation, the interest on 
capital invested, and other things. 

"Mr. DAVIS. All that, however, was paid and still left net earning-s? 
"1\Ir. PnDLETO~. No, sir; I will c.le.ar that point. In the amount I 

have stated there is nothing for the owners, nothing for insmance, 
nothing for interest, and nothing for depreciation. No sail-vessel own
ers figure anything for that ; it is what they get as a dividend. 

":.\Jr. LGCKIXG. Wbat port was that? 
·"Mr. PEC>~DLETO~. That was at Charleston. That schooner on an

other voyage got gross earnin,gs $2,235.73. The gross amount of the 
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bills on the voyage were $2,119.41 and the dividends to the owners were 
$116.3?.. The pilotage inward was $81 and the outward pilotage was 
$98, making a total of $179. The owners had 116.32 to pay their in
terest, insm·ance, and depreciation, and the pilots had ::;179, $62.68 
more than the net earnings of the vessel." 

llere is the case where a powerful and valuable tugboat, employing 
elev.en men, received but one-fourth the sum that the State pilot re
ceived. The employment of tugboats is not compulsory, and the com
petition between them keeps rates at a reasonable amount. The em
ployment of pilots is compulsory. There is absolutely no competition, 
and the rates charged are extortionate: The pilots have an absolute 
ironclad monopoly. 

Capt. W. W. Kimball, of the United States Navy, in charge of t~e 
light-house district, with his headquarters at New Orleans, La., says, 
under date of January 19, 1905: 
· "Pilots are all right as such, but the way the association bas gotten 
control makes me til'ed. Supply and demand would arrange them
selves all right in this case and no harm in protecting the pilot's in
terests reasonably, but this Gulf pilot business is the most outrageous 
monopoly whatever. I never took a pilot in any ship I commanded but 
once, and be put me ashore because I yielded to his local knowledge. 
It was not in the Gulf, I acknowledge." 

Mr. Pendleton showed that the pilots own a tugboat at Wilmington, 
N. C., and earn double amounts. He said: 

"The tugboats and the pilots at Wilmington are combined so that 
they get the pilotage and the same men get the towage. In othl'l' 
words. the pilotage at Wilmington on a ve sel I bad there last winter 
was $220, in and out, and the towage was about $150. So they got 
double; they got $370, because they used theh· steamer as their to\v
boat, and in that way they 'made it count both ways." 

The committee, in January, 1903, two years ago, had a similar near
ing on a similar bill. At that hearing appeared Capt. C. B. Parsons, 
the president of the New York Maritime Excllange, which organization, 
with a membership of upward of 1,000, advocates the passage of such a 
bill as H. R. 7298. Among the many interesting and valuable s1 ute
ments at that time made by Captain Parsons was a brief table, as 
follows: 
Pilotage on {tve schooners engaged. in the southen~ coastu;ise business 

au1·ino 190P-. 

Name of schooner. Registered Trips. Pilotage. 
tonnage. 

Annie C. Grace..................................... 454 6 $720 
AnnaL. Mulford ... . .. .. . .. .. .. ... .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. 518 6 840 
Lizzie M. Parsons................................... 571 6 538 
Bayard Hopkins.................................... 212 8 476 
J o?n R. Bergen... .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . .. 564 4 690 

Total ........................................ . - 2, 319 ~~-- 3, ~64 

Another member of the New York Maritime Exchange, 1\Ir. F. V. L. 
Jones, submitted statements showing an expenditure during one year 
on each of two of his vessel . one paying pilotage fees amounting to 
$769,50 and the other paying pilotage fees amounting to $693.50. 

Still another member of the New York M:nitime Exchange. Mr. 
William A. ·Anderson, also submitted statements showing amounts of 
pilotage paid during one year on ve sels belonging to him. In the cn.se 
of the schooner P asadena be paid during one year $1,176. The P a a
aena is 500 net r egistered tons. On the schooner Laura G. Anderson, 
of 912 n.et tons, :Mr. Anderson on one trip paid pilotage fees amounting 
to $562.52. · This last-named case may bette1· be explained by ~Ir. 
Ande1·son in his own words : 

"She was loaded in Baltimore last March with coal. She had been 
out three days from Baltimore when one of the crew, shipped in Balti
more, was tal,en sick with smallpox. She went into Charleston, paiu 
pilotage in, 115, and we employed a tugboat at $50. When she ~ot 
into quarantine and they found this case of smallpox, they ordered her 

· to Sapelo, Ga., to be quarantined. There were twenty cases of small
pox. I was tc.ld. in Charleston, and yet they sent the vessel out of th;lt 
harbor to Sapelo at a great expense, when the man could have been 
taken off and the vessel fumigated. Of course we had to pay the 
pilotage out aero s that bar, $115, to get out, and then at Sapelo we 
bad to pay the pilotage to get in. When we came back there was 
another pilota17e fee of !1;115, and when we bad dischru·ged and loaded 
the vessel agam with railroad ties, which were loaded for New York, 
we paid another • 103, altogether $662.52. · 

"I paid tha t myself, and as I was there and kicked so hard and 
threatened to sue before I paid the last $115 inward from Sapelo, they 
cut it down to $562.52. * * * " 

At the public heat·ing in 1903, Capt. J. Ed. O'Brien, the president of 
the National State Pilots' Association, when asked as to the number of 
pilots in the several South Atlantic ports where compulsory 8ildage 
is still maintained under State laws, said that there were 1 iAlots 
at Key "•est, 10 at Jacksonville, 12 at Fernandina, 15 at B1·unswicl<, 
20 at Savannah, 20 to 23 at Charleston, 42 in ·orth Carolina, and 23 at 
Norfolk. The following question and answer illuminates the subject: 

"Mr. LrrTLEFIELD. llow many pilots would be affected by this bill? 
" 1\Ir. O'BHIEN. One hundred and thirty." · 
The only justification for the unearned tribute levied upon the sail 

coastwise fleet is that the sum thus collected is necessary to maintain a 
corps of pilots requi1·ed to take care of the foreign-going vessels. It is 
·not claimed that the coastwis~ fleet · need them or· use them to any 
extent. On · this point the forei"'n business of these ports and the 
num!Jer of vnots thus supported to take care of it-as compared, for 
instance, \Vttb Baltimore, which for the time employed per ship and 
the ground· covered by the pilots-greatly exceeds any of the ports 
affected by this bill, is illuminating. ll;l ltimore has 52 pilots. ·o 
one contends that they are not amply sufficient to take care of the 
business of that pot·t, and their· number is regulated by the law of sup
ply and demand. Las t year· there were 715 foreign entries, with n 
tonnage of 1,33 , 88, one pilot in a year averaging nearly 14 vessels 
and a tonnage of 257,478 in a year. . . 

In Charleston, from which some of the mo t vigorous opposition to 
this bill comes, the1·e were 107 foreign entries, with a tonnage of 
74,790 with 23 pilots, one pilot piloting at the rate of a little more than 
4 a fo t·eign-going \essels in a year, with a tonnage of 3,152, or one-third 
of the number and a little more than a twenty-fifth of the tonnage-
that is, if Baltimore is a fair critet•ion-and, as it requil·es more time, 
Chadeston has the advantage in the comparison. Charleston has at 
least th1·ee times as many pilots as the foreign trade needs, and the 
coastwise sail fleet i maintaining the unnecessary two-thirds, or 15 
pilots, by a subsidy that is without consideration to them. At WH-

mington, N. C., in 1903 they had 44 pilots. Last year the foreign entries 
were 80, with a tonnage of 83,196. . 

Assuming the numbe1· of pilots to remain the same, we would have 
one pilot during the entire year piloting at the rate of a little less 
than two vesse~s, with a tonnage of 1,891, or one-seventh in the num
ber of vessels and about one-fortieth of the amount of tonnage, and the 
sail coastwise fleet is maintaining, in this instance, the unnecessary 
six-sevenths, or thirty-six pilots, by this naked subsidy, for which they 
get no returns. These, it is true, are the most extreme illustrations 
of the iniquity and injustice of the existing system. The data at hand 
relating to other ports are as follows : 

Port. Foreigu ! 
entries. Tonnage. . Pilots. 

Brunswick, Ga ............... . ....... . .......... .. 155 173, 930 15 
69 66,046 12 

238 403,""830 23 
Fernandina, Fla ................................ .. 
Norfolk, Va ...................................... . 

247 390,179 20 
500 514,613 10 

Savannah, Ga .................................. .. 
Key \Vest, Fla ................................... . 

To compel a coastwise sail vessel to pay a pilot for a service that 
she does not need and does not receive in order that the pilot may be 
supported so as to render a service a few times a year to a vessel that 
does need and does receive the se1·vice is clearly the most offensive form 
of subsidizing one individual at the expense not of the whole country, 
but of a few other individuals who are endeavoring to keep alive one 
of our most languishing industries. But it is claimed-and we have no 
doubt properly-that a n adequate system of pilotage is essential to the 
commercial welfare and business prosperity of the respective ports 
affected and the States in which they are situated, and that they ought 
to be allowed to say when and how the system should be regulated. 
If this be true--and we concede it may be--then the port and the State 
where it is situated are the real beneficiaries of this system. It is for 
their profit and benefit that it is maintained. 

If, th-en, in order to have an adequate pilotage system the pilots must 
be subsidized for services they do not render, why should not those who 
are benefited by the subsidy and in whose interests alone it is main
tained pay it? If North Carolina insists that a subsidized system of 
pilotage is essential to the business prosperity of Wilmington, inas
much as she gets the value received, why shouldn't she pay the con
sideration instead of loading it upon a single industry which receives 
no value therefrom? The coastwise sail fleet' can pilot itself, at least 
a well, if not better, than the steam coastwise fleet. They haven't the 
remotest interest in the pilotage of the foreign fleet. Why should they 
be compelled to maintain a pilot, say, three hundred and fifty days in 
order that be may pilot foreign-going vessels .during, say, sixty-five days? 

For 130 men's maintenance, practically in idleness to a large extent, 
the entire coasting schooner trade of the Atlantic and Gulf coasts of the 
United States is made to pay tl'ibute. Hundreds of thousands of dollars 
annually are thus extorted from the pockets of these sail-vessel ownert~, 
and enough has been shown to disclose the "pra-ctical operation of the 
entire system. 

It was stated that it was not the vessel but the shippers of frei~ht 
who really paid these pilotage fees, and the leader of the State pilots 
made the bold assertion that the shippers were not objecting to the 
system ; that they desired the continuance of the compulsory require
ment, and that it was really a few northern vessel owners who were 
objecting. 
Th~ following letter is of interest at this point: 

.JACKSONVILLE, FLA., Jan11a1·y 21, 1905. 
flon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 

Chairman Committee on Merchant Marine ana Fisher·ies , 
House of Representat·ives, lVashington, D. G. 

Sm : The undersigned lumber manufacturers, shippers, merchants, 
and vessel owners of Jacksonville, 1fla., respectfully urge the immediate 
passage of House bill No. 7298, mtroduced by l\Ir. LITTLEFIELD, of 
Maine, entitled "An act to remove discriminations against Americau 
sailing vessels in the coasting trade," as a measure of the utmost im
portance to the commercial interests of this city and the industries 
whose shipments are made through this p·ort. The exorbitant pilotage 
fees have long been a useless tax upon our domestic commerce, from 
which we beg to be f1·eed. 

Cooney, Exkstein & Co. ; Robert R. Sizer & Co., Thos. :M. 
Sizer, treasurer; G. S. Baxter & Co. ; Dexter Hunter, 
per Arthur C. Wood, attorney; Bliss & Van Anken; 
Cummer Lumber Company, by A. G. Cummer, second 
vice-president; E. G. Phinney ; •.r. V. Caspen ; }D. C. 
West; Eppinger, Russell Company, Jesse Eppinger, 
secretary; Chas. Hirsch & Co.; The Haviland Lu:nber 
Company, Frank B. Haviland, treasurer; Southeru 
Pine Company of Georgia, Frank B. Haviland, ~ -
sistant treasurer ; Alfred R. Sax Lumber· Com pan r, 
by Alfred R. Sax, president; N. B. Borden & Co.; 
Weston & Co., Chas. H. Darby, secretary ; J. A. 1\fc
Guire, Geor11;e Francis, ·manager ; Granger & Lewis, 
per F. G. Miller, agent. 

A similar letter forwarded from Savannah, Ga., dated January 21, 
1905, asks for the passage of II .. R. 7298 ; is signed by a number ot 
lumber shippers at that port, including Granger & Lewis; Charles S. 
Hir·sch & Co., per C. B. Stilwell, agent; George T. Cra ig & Co.; A. :S. 
Bacon & Sons; The Dixon Lumber Company, James M. Dixon, secretary 
and treasurer ; Georgia Lumber Company, by F . .T. Garbull, president; 
McDonough & Co.; James A. Calhoun; Cooney, Ecstein & Co., by T. 1\Ic
Auliffe, agent: Heard Lumber Company, B. Willis Heard, treasurer. 

The firm of Weston & Co., lumber shippers and vessel owners at 
Jacksonville, under date of January 25, 1905, wire Chairman GROS· 
VEXOR as follows : 

·• :Mailed you yesterday petition signed. by the principal shippers from 
Jacksonville, urging the immediate passage of House bill No. 7298, 'An 
act to remove disc1·iminations against American sailing vessels in the 
coastwise trade.' " 

The same firm sent the following letter : 
[Office of Weston & Cu., Pitch Pine Lumber.] 

.JACKSONVILLE, FLA., Janum·y 21, 1903. 
Hon. CHARLES H. GROS\E"'OR, 

Chairman MeTchant Marine ana FishCJ'ies Oom'm.ittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR SIR: We write to express our approval and to urge the passage 
of House bill No. 7298, entitled "An act to remove discriminations 
against sailing vessels in the coastwise trade." 



1906~/ · 
. I 

_CONGRESSION_AL RECORD-HOUSE. 151 
' We are residents of this ~ity, own · over ~100,000 worth of shipping 

property, and are large shippers of coastwise lumber. My vessels all 
hail from Jacksonville, and have repeatedly come in and sailed out ?f 
this port without ·any pilot, but have been obliged to pay for their 
services just because the pilot spoke them . outside. , 

I inclose herewith several pilotage bills which show that I paid 
pilotage, but the master preferred not to bother with th~ pilots. Th~se 
exorbitant fees should be abolished in the interest of southern In
dustries and the sailing vessels, whose main competitors are steamers 
which are exempt from these fees. · 

Trusing that this bill will promptly pass Congress, I beg to remain, 
Yours, very respectfully, 

WESTO~ & Co., 
H. WESTON, Pt·esident. 

The bills for pilotage referred to in the foregoing communication are 
as follows: 

Weston & Co., otcne1·s of schoo1~er SpJ'i11gfield to R. D. Gordon, D1·. 
Apr. 8, 1904. To inward-bound pilotage of the schooner 

Spl'illg(ield, inner pilotage, 9 feet, at 2.50---------------- $22. 50 
Outward pilotage, 16?; feet, at $3-------------------------- 49. 50 

72.00 
Received payment. 
1\!.AY 30, 1904. R. D. GORDOX. 
Did not pilot vessel outward, but spoke the vessel only. 

Weston & Co., 01cne1·s of schoonet· Fairfield, to C. , H. Wilson, Dr. 
Apr. 6, 1904. To outward-bound pilotage of schooner Fairfield, 16 feet, at $3 per foot _________________________________ $48. 00 

Received payment. · c. H. WILSOX. 
Did not pilot vessel, but spoke her only. 

JACKSOXHLLE, Fr.A., June 6, 190~. 
Received of Weston & Co. $49.50 for offering services as pilot, 

schooner Sp1·ingfi,eld, outward, June 3, 1904, 16~ feet, at $3. 
$49.50. W. J. KING: 

MAYPORT, FLA., June 15, 190~. 
WEs:ro~ LUMBEn Co., Sh·ippcrs, Jac_ksowcille : 

inclosed you will find corrected bill for schooner Springfield, spoken 
March . 2 7, draft 10 feet, $25. 

~[AYPORT, June 15, 1904. 
Received of Weston & Co., for inward pilotage of schooner Spl'ingfield, 

draft 10 feet, for March 27, $25. 
R. D. GORDON, Pilot. 

Messrs. G. S. Bax'ter & Co., of. Jacksonville, Fla., under date of January 
2u, 1905, forwarded to Chairman GROSVEXOR the following telegram: 

"We wish to ur.ge the passage of House bill No. 7298, an act to re
move discriminations against sailing vessels in the coastwise trade. 
We are sawmill and land owners in Florida and large shippers from 
Fernandina and Jacksonville." 

The following telegrams have also been received: 
J.A.CKSOXVILLE, FLA., January 25, 1903. 

Ifon. CHAS. ll. GROSYENOR, 
Chainnan Com·rnittee c.n Merchant Mat'in~ and F-isher·ies, 

· House of Representati~:es, Washington, D. C.: 
We respectfully urge the passage_ ef House bill No. 7298, an act to 

remove discriminations against sailing ve sels in the coastwise trade. 
We are owners of sawmills on the St. Johns River and shippers from 
Jacksonville. 

HODGES & O'HARA. 

JACKSo~-vrLLE, Fu., January 25, 1905. 
lion. CHARLES H. GROSIEXOR, 

Chairman Merchant Marine aiLd Fisheries Committee, 
House of Rept·esentati.ves, Washington, D. C.: 

As owners of the largest saw and tradin&" mills in this vicinity, antl 
(lperators of phosphate mines and naval stores plats. with over 
S2,000.000 invested in the State of Florida, we most urgently favor the 
immediate passage of House bill No. 7298, an act to remove discrimina-
tion against sailing vessels in the coastwise trade. . · 

. CuanrER LBR. Co. 

lion. CHAS. H. GROSVENOR, 
J.A.CKSOXHLL.E, FLA., Jan·um·y 25, 1905. 

The following -letters have also -been received : 
[John S. Emery & Company ( Incorporatect), ship brokers and ~hip 

agents, 144 State street, Boston.] 
. JANUARY 24, 1905. 

Hon. CH.A.S. H. GROSVEXOR, . 
Chairman Committee Merchant Marine a.na Fis1zet'ies, 

Washirzgton, D. 0 .. 
DEAn Sm: We understand the biU to abolish compulsory pilotage in 

the coastwise southern trade will soon be acted upon, and we wish· to 
state that we sincerely hope the bill will receive earnest support. 

Our firm has been in the shipping business since 1857 and was incor
porated in 1!l01, and we to-day handle, perhaps, forty sailing vessels, 
nearly all of which at times trade in southern waters and oar South 
Atlantic and Gulf ports, and our experience has· taught us that rompul
sory pilotage in the. South is entirely unnecessary and a heavy burden 
to our coastwise· .tonnage. 

These captains trading regularly in southern waters are good pilots, 
experienced navigators, and- with harbor charts and towage service do 
not require pilots ; in fact, it is an unnecessary burden, a~d in our 
opinion does not add to the safety of coastwise navigation in these 
ports. · . 

Nearly all New England waters are exempt !rom compulsory pilotage 
in the coasting trade, and we do not remember meeting with accidents 
when not having pilots in the past, but have lost -vessels wi.th pilots on 
~M~ -

We have for years thought it advisable to abolish the compulsory 
pilotage in soatbern waters, and we hope now this bill will become op
erative, and we sincerely hope you will do everything possible to intl.u
ence legislation in this direction. 

Yours, very truly, WM. H. RAXD.A.LL, Sec'J'eta1·y. 

COASTWISE Tn.A.NSPORTATION CouPANY, 
Boston, Mass., January 24J 1903. 

Hon. CHARLES L:.ITTLEFIELD, 
Ho11SC of Representatives, _lVaslli.ngton, D. C. 

~IY DE.AU MR.. LITTLEFIELD: I note by the papers that the l:!earing 
of the compulsory pilot bill will be before the committee on Thursday 
the 26th. I will give you a statement of the amount we pay for com
pulsory_ pilotage on our fleet, as ·follows : . 
Thomas VV. Lawson ___________________________________ _ 
William L. Do:.Iglas .:._ ______________________ _: ___________ _ 
George W. W ells __________________ . ___________________ _ 

T. Charlton HenrY----~-------------------------------
Van Altens Boughton---------------------------~--,...----. 
Henry W. CraiDP------------------.---------------------
Sa;:;amore --------------------------------------------
Arount . Hope ----~---------------------~---------------.1. C. ~tra whridg·e _____________________________________ _ 
)1argaret Haskell -------------------------------------
Samuel J. Goucher-------------------------------"--'----

$491.40 
347. ·00 
274 . 00 
214.90 
Hl0.-50 
144.80 
12~2- 00 
93.90 
7fl.80 

187.00 
226.00 

Totai-------------~---------~-------------------- 2,372. 30 
You will note that this is quite a sum to pay, each year for something 

that we do not get any benefit from, and it is quite a heavy tax on our 
vessels. . . . _ 

I w~sh to state further that all of our . captains and mates have to 
go through a rigid examination before they can become captains and 
mates, and have to have certificates from the United States Govern
ment, and I can not understand why they should-not have the privilege 
of taking their own vessels in and out of southern ports without either 
having to take a pilot or pay a pilot license. 

I will inclose a pilot license that is issued by the pilots of Virginia 
and yoa can see how absurd it is. All light-honses, light-ships. buoys, 
and day marks are furnished and kept by the United States ·Govern
ment. · and why should any State put a restriction and make onr vessels 

I pay for the privilege of navigating our own vessels in and out of these 
ports? 

. I hope and trust that you will be able to impress this upon the com
mittee and upon Congress, and that- they will pass an act to abolish 
this unjust ta.~ on our American vessels. . 

Yours, very truly, J. C. CROWLEY, 
General Manager ana Treasurer. 

The license inclosed with the last foregoing letter- reads as !ollows : 
Pilot license tor coasting vessels. 

In pursuance of an act of the general assembly of Virginia, entitled . 

Chairman Committee on Me·rchant Mar·ine and Fislzeries, 

1 
House of Representati'!.·es, Washington, D. C.: 

I operate two sawmills on the St. Johns River, and as a manufactw·er 
and. shipper from this State I am much in favor and urge passage of House 
bill No. 7298, an act to remove discrimination against sailing vessels in 

"An act changing the law in relation to. pilots," pilot license is hereby 
granted for the schooner called the J. C. Strawbridge, burthen 758 
tons, and trading in the waters of this Commonwealth, for one year 
from the date hereof and no longer, the sum of $75.80 having been 
received by me. 

[SEAL.) VIR.GIXIA PILOT ASSOCIATION. 
. 0. E. EDWARDS, Agent. 

the coastwise trade. · 
L. V. CASHE~. 

Hon. CHARLES H. GROSVENOR, 
JA..CKSO).l'ILLE, FLA., January 25, 1905. 

Chairman Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
. Hottse of Representatives, Washington, D. c.: 

We respectfully and urgently advocate passage of House bill 7298 an 
act to remove discrimination against sailing vessels in coastwise tr~de. 
We own large sawmill, Westlake, Fla., and very large landed and timber 
interests in tile State and ship quantities of -timber from Fernandina 
and Jacksonville. · 

WEST BROS. 

Ron. CH.As. II. GROSVENOR, 
J.A.CKSOXYILLE, FL.A.., January 25, 1903. 

Cllair111an C01nmittce on Merchant Mat·in~ and Fishe1·ies, 
House of Rem·esentatwes, Washington, D. C.: 

We urgently advocate passage of House bill 72.98, an act of discrimi
nation against sailing vessels. We own large milling interests in the 
State and .13hip quantities of lumber through Jacksonville and Fernan
dina. 

WEST & COFFEE. 

• . 

Given under my hand and seal this 19th day of January, 1905. 
'.rhe pilotage fees covered by the above itemized statement probably 

refers solely to those paid for the licenses issued to the vessels named 
hy the Virginia Board of Pilots, and does not cover pilotage fees paid 
by any of the vessels in other southern ports. 

It will be interesting, in view of what Captain Crowley says, to show 
in some detail what the United States Government has expended for 
the improvement of some of these southern ports. From the records of 
the War Department we find a compilation by Lieut. Col. C. w. Ray
mond, Volumes I and II, printed as Document No. 439, House of Repre
sentatives, Fifty-seventh Congress, of the following appropriations for 
river and harbor improvements in South Atlantic and Gulf States and 
ports, to and including 19.00: 
Virginia, total for State ____________________________ $5, 526, 3S7. 97 

Norfolk Harbor, 1876 to 1898, inclusive, $1,-
542,500. 

North Carolina, total for State______________________ 5, 122, 058. 92 
Wilmington, Ca.fse Fear River at and below Wil-

mington, $3,383,.2-8.92. 
South Carolina, total for State______________________ 7, 151, 8'3~. 00 

Charleston Harbor; 1852 to 1900, inclusive, $4,-
67·2,200. . 

Port Royal (Beaufort Uiver), 1890 to 1896, !n-
clusive, $31,00.0. · 
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Georgia. total for State ___________________________ _ $7, 971, 472. 35 
Savannah llarbor (from 1826), $6,743,56.3.58; 

Brunswick llarbor and .outer bar, $265,000. 
Florida, total for State_____________________________ 4, 627, 606. 46 

Carrabelle bar and harbor, 1896 to 1899, $20,000 ; 
Femandina, $149,000; Key West Harbor, 1882· to 
189!.>, $352.500 ; Pensacola Harbor, 1878 to 1899, 
inclusive, $720,000; Jacksonville (1852 to 1899, in
clusive), $1,89::!,000, and Tampa (1880 to 1900), 
$340,000. 

Alabama, total for State_________________________ ___ 6, 783, 102. 22 
· Mobile bay, harbor, and river (1826 to 1900), 

$4,::!-t8,G20.60. 
Mississippi, total for State__________________________ 1, 464, 244. 80 

Pascagoula (1827 to 1896), $518,100. 
Louisiana, total for State_______________ ____________ 2, 727, 115. 25 

New Orleans (mouth of :M:ississippi), $10,689,-
869.75. 

Texas, total for State _________ _________ _________ ___ 15, 452, 421. 85 

Galveston (1870 to 1899, inclusive), $8,528,000; 
Sabine Pass Harbor (1852 to 1900, inclusive), $3,-
444,750. 

Total for all States above enumerated ___ _______ 56, 825, 774. 82 

Notwithstanding all of these expenditures, despite th~ great changes 
that have been made in the channels and harbors, the increased depth. 
tbe straightening of tortuous channels, the buoying, lighting, and mark
ing, and the splendid charts prepared by the Government, and the ease 
with which vessels that have paid for a license may sail in and out of 
them, all indicate very clearly that the retention of compulsory pilot
age on coasting sailing vessels bas no other justification than a determi
nation on the part of the several States concerned to arbitrarily exercise· 
a power they have been permitted by Congress to ret~in to Ulljustly ·tax 
interstate commerce. 

To show the extent to which these pilotage fees are levied upon sail 
vesselc in the coastwise trade. below will be found chuges in a few of 
the leading South Atlantic and Gulf ports : 

Port, etc. 
Pilotage ;!~~ t 
~:a~~ !nand 

out. 

Wilmington, N.C.: 
16 feet draft ...... __ .......... , .. -- ......... . ... ......... . . 
21 feet draft .... ......... .... ......... . .. ..... . ........ .. . . 

Brunswick, Ga.: ' 
16 feet draft .............................. · ................ . 
23 feet draft .................. __ ..... -- ......... -- .... ____ . 

Fernandina, Fla. : 
16 feet draft.-- ---- .. ... .......... . ...................... .. 
23 feet draft .. .. ... .. ..... ... ............................ .. 

Mobile, Ala.: 
·16 feet draft ...... ....................................... .. 
23 feetdraft .............. . .............................. .. 

Pensacola, Fla.: 
16 feet draft .. ........ .. ... .... .............. ....... .... .. . 
23 feet draft .............................................. . 

$77.25 
167.25 

79.00 
193.00 

80.00 
138.00 

88.00 
149.50 

80.00 
138.00 

$154.50 
334.50 

1118.00 
390.00 

160.00 
276.00 

176.00 
299.00 

160.00 
276.00 

The abolition of this compulsory pilotage on sailing vessels in the 
coasting trade has received the indorsement and recommendation of suc
cessive adminstrative departments of the Government that have super
vision over the maritime interests of the United States. The reports of 
Commissioners of Navigation are replete with argument, piled upon 
argument, year after year, bearing upon this subject and urging upon 
Congress the rectification of this grievous discrimination against sailing 
vessels. A few extracts culled from the reports of the present Commis
sioner of Navigation since and inclusive o! 1895 are herewith appended : 

[Extract from report for 1895.] · 
Pilotage is one of the heaviest charges upon navigation, and to exempt 

one description of American vessels in the coasting trade from that 
charge while imposing it upon another description of American vessels in 
the same trade comes close to ruling the sailing- vessels out of the busi
n ess and bestowing it upon steam vessels exclusively. 

[Extract from report for 1896.] 
The recommendation bas the cordial support or the leading maritime 

and commercial organizations of the Atlantic seaboard, and its enact
ment by Congress is almost indispensable to the existence of our sailing 
fleet on the Atlantic coast in the coastwise trade, virtually the only trade 
_open to it under present conditions. 

The report for 1897 renews the recommendations made in 1896. 
[Extract from report for 1898.] 

The bill is limited in its operations and considers all possible danger 
to navigation. Only sail vessels of which the masters Ol' mates have 
passed the examination prescribed for and obtained the license awarded 
to masters and mates of steam vessels ue to be exempt from pilotage 
when no pilot is in fact employed. It will be a considerable gain to 
safety in navigation under any circumstances thus to require masters 
and mates of sail vessels to qualify as pilots. 

[Extract from report for 1899.] 
It is contended that Congress is the proper tribunal to which to appeal 

for a correction of this unfair discrimination-
First, because the Constitution vests in Congress the right to regulate 

commerce of which pilotage is essentially a feature, and Congress, by its 
first act relating to pilotage, reserved to itself the power to regulate it as 
occasion requit·es. 

Second, because Congress, by exempting steam vessels from State 
pilotage charges, except for services rendered, itsel! created the discrimi
nation which now calls for correction. 

" Third, because Congress, by its liberal appropriations for improve
ments of the hai·bors in the nine States which still exact pilotage fees 
from coasting sailing vessels where services are not now rendered, bas 
i:emoved the reason by which such charges were formerly justified." 

Report for 1900 repeated recommendations made in 1899 report. 
[Extract from report for 1901.] 

" The steady and large increase in the foreign vessels entering and 
clearing at our ports in foreign trade and our vast expenditures for 
river and harbor improvements to reduce the danger of navigation and 

render our ports more accessible to vessels of great draft, strengtben 
every year the argument in favor of the abolition of this di<"crimination. 
Tbe situation created by law is one of peculiar hardship to men who, 
as a rule, are hard working and of small or moderate means, the own
ers of coasting schooners. Necessarily, large steamers, opera-ted in con
nection with railroad systems, are a cquiring a steadily inct·easing share 
of the coasting trade. The money spent in deepening, widening, and 
straightening channels and removing bars which these schoonet· owners, 
in the form of }j~ederal taxes, help cheerfully to contribute, is princi
pally for the benefit of the lat·ge steamer, exempt from pilotage, which 
~~~ .. ~mall schooners are required to pay, whether a pilot is employed or 

The report for 1902 repeats the recommendations on this subject 
contained in the report for 1901. 

The report for 1903, after showing the decline in our sailing tonnage 
under register, says : 

. "All co~p~tent nautical authorities agree that tmining on a _square
ngged ship IS necessary .for the officer of a steamer. Such tr·ammg is 
obligatory in our Navy. The great German steamship companies within 
the past few years have added several full-rigged ships to their listt:~ as 
training . schools for the future deck officers of their ocean steamers. 
Unless Congress or private interests soon follow this example the lack 
of competent officers for American steamers may soon prove a serious 
handicap to any development of our ocean steam merchant fleet. 

" In the meantime the abolition of -the discr·imination in pilotage 
charges against sail vessels in the coasting trade is again ellmestly rec
ommended as an immediate and practical method of fostering American 
sail tonnage." 

On this subject the report for 1904 says: . 
"Discrimination against saH 'l.:essels in the coasting trade.-Heavy 

pilotage charges or license fees are imposed on American sail vessels in 
the coasting trade in ports from Virginia to Texas, inclusive. American 
steam vessels in the same trade are exempt ft•om such charges. 'l'he 
discrimination is severely felt, and it has undoubtedly contributed to 
retard American sail tonnage. While the charges are imposed .under 
State laws, the discrimination arises from section 51 of the act of Con
gt·ess approved February 28, 1871. Among otbet· things that section 
(incorporated as section 4444 in the Revised Statutes) provided: 

"'And no State or municipal go-vernment shall impose upon pilots 
of steam vessels herein provided for any obligation to procure a State 
or other license in addition to that issued by the United States, nor 
othet· n~gulation wblch shall impede such pilots in the performance of 
their duties as required by this act; nor shall any pilot charges be 
levied by any such authority upon any steamer piloted as herein pro-
vided.' · 

" When this act was passed, thirty-three years ago, the inspection 
system applied only to steam vessels, and Congress may have deemed 
steam vessels desel'ving of the special encouragement involved in the 
exemption from State pilotage charges. On June 30, 1871, our en
rolled tonnage compl'ised 903,543 tons steam and 1,901,731 tons sail. 
On the 30th of last June it comprised 3,004.928 tons steam and 2,278,-
861 tons sail. Steam has increased over 200 per cent, sail only ·20 
per cent, in enrolled tonnage. Since 1898 the Government inspection 
system has been extended so as partially to include the sail fleet . 
Such burdens as the inspection system may entail have been imposed 
on the sail fleet. The corresponding benefits remain to be bestowed 
by Congress. In the reports of the Bureau for some years past argu
ments fol' the removal of this discrimination have been set. forth at 
some length. (Report for 1895, pp. 45-47; 1896, pp. 31-32; 1897, pp. 
45-4G ; 1898, p. 62; 1899, p. 89 ; 1900, p. 60 ; 1901, p. 65 ; 1902, p. 64 ; 
1903, p. 46.) . 

"The conditions of foreign trade afford only steadily diminishing 
opportunities for American sailing vessels, and the sail fleet must more 
and more be confined to domestic transportation. The sail fleet is a 
necessity to the maintenance of a reserve per·sonnel for national de
fense. As an original proposition it seems that Congress could well 

· enact a law giving to sail vessels, when piloted by officers whose com
petency has been tested by Federal examination, exemption from State 
pilotage charges. It is the best form of relief pl'Ucticable." 

'l'he considerations hereinbefore set out in detail amply justify these 
recommendations. A great amount of time and energy has been spent. 
and especially of late, in devising ways and meaQ.s for the rescue of 
om· merchant marine from elimination as an appreciable factot· in our 
commet·ce. As to the desirability of that end there is a universal con
sensus of opinion. As to the proper and adequate means to he em
ployed there is a decided difference of opinion . . llere is . an opportunity 
to affol·d some needed relief to · certainly not the least deserving branch 
of that marin~. 

All who believe in equal rights to all and special privileges to none 
should join in the ·support of this bill. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask, on behalf of all who 
have spoken on this subject, leave to extend remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. lr. Speaker, I w-ould like five minutes 
longer. 

1\lr. SHERLEY. That is hardly a fair request, and I shall 
have to object to it. . 

1.\Ir. LITTLEFIELD. I did not suppose my time had so 
nearly exPired or I would not have yielded to the interruptions. 
I ask unanimous consent that I may have five minutes m01·e. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Under the plain stipulation, I feel it rriy 
duty to object. 

1r. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I mo-.;-e the previous ques
tion on the bill to its final passage. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment 

and third reading of the bill. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Ml'. 

1\lAY ABD) ther~ were-ayes 127, noes 116. . 
So the bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 

and was read the third time. · 
The SPEAKER. The question now is on the passage of the 

bill. 



1906. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE. 153 
Mr. SHERLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker,- on that I demand the yeas 

and nays. · 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and·there were-yeas 109, nays 165, 

answered " present" 6, not voting 103, as follows : 
YE.AS-109. 

Alexander 
Allen, Me. · 
Ames 

Davidson Hubbard Richardson, Ky. 
Denby Huff Rucker 
Dovener Humphrey, Wash. Saunders 
Draper Jones, Wash. Scott Babcock 

Bannon 
Bennet, N.Y. 
Bingham . 
Bishop 
Bonynge 
Bowersock 
Bradley 
Brown 
Brownlow 
Burke, S. Dak. 
Burleigh 
Burleson 
Burton, Ohio 
Butler, Pa. 
Calder head 
Capron 
Chaney 

Driscoll Knapp Smith, Cal. 
Dwight Lamb Smith, Iowa 
Rd wards Lawrence Smyser 
Esch Littlefield Southwick 
l~'assett Longworth Sperry 
Field Lowden Stafford 
l•'ordney McCall .Steenerson 
Foss McCt·eary, Pa. Sterling 
Foster, Vt. McKinlay, Cal. Stevens, Minn. 
Gai-nes, W. Va. McNary Sullivan 
Gardner, Mich. Mann Sulloway 
Giihams · Miller Tawney 
Gillett Minor Thomas, N.C. 
Graham Nelson Tirrell 
Greene Norris Volstead 
Gronna Olcott Vreeland 
Grosvenor Page Waldo 
Hardwick Palmer Wanger Cole 

Conner 
Cooper, Pa. 
Currier . 
Cushman 
Dale · 

Haskins Parsons Watson 
Henry, Conn. Payne Weeks 
Hepburn Perkins The Speaker 
Higgins Pollard 

Dalzell 

Adamson 
Aileen 
Bankhead. 
Barchfeld 
Bartholdt 
Bartlett 
Beall, Tex. 
Bede 
Beidler 
Bell, Ga. 
Birdsall 
Boutell 
Bowers 
Brantley 
Brick 
Bt·oocks, Tex. 
Broussard 
Brundidge 
"Burgess 
Burnett 
Burton, Del. 
Butler, 'l'enn. 
Calder 
Campbell, Ohio 
Candlet· 
Cassel 
Chapman 
Clark, Fla. 
Cluk, Mo. 
Clayton 
Cocks 
Cooper, Wis. 
Cromer 
Crumpacker 
Davey, La. 
Davis, Minn. 
Davis, W.Va. 
Dawes 
Dawson 
De Armond 
Deemer 
Dixon, Ind. 

McKinley, Ill. 
Olmsted 

Hill, Conn. Powers 
Howell, Utah Reeder 

NAYS-165. 
Dnnwell Kline 
Ellerbe Knopf 
Ellis Knowland 
Finley Lacey 
Flood Lamar 
Floyd Landis, Chas. B. 
Foster, Ind. Landis, Frederick 
French Law 
Fulkerson Lee 
Ful-ler · Legat·e 
Garner Lever 
Garrett Lewis 
Gillespie Lilley, Pa. 
Glass Little 
Goulden .Livingston 
Granger Lloyd 
Gregg I.oud 
Grig-gs McGavin 
Gudger McKinney 
Hale McLachlan 
Hamilton McLain 
Haugen Macon 
Hay Madden 
Hayes Marshall 
Hedge Maynard 
Heflin Moon, Tenn. 
Henr·y, Tex. Moore, Tex. 
Hill, Miss. Mouser 
Hinshaw Mudd 
Hogg Mm·dock 
Houston Needham 
Howard Otjen 

. Humphreys, Miss. Overstreet, Ga. 
Htmt Padgett 
James Patterson, N.C. 
Johnson Patterson, S.C. 
.Tones, Va. Pujo 
Kahn Rainey 
Keifer Handell, Tex. 
Kennedy, Nebr. Reynolds · 
Kennedy, Ohio Rhodes 
Kitchin, Wm. W. Richardson, Ala. 

ANSWERED " PRESENT "-6. 
Pou Small 
Prince 

NOT VOTING-102. 
Acheson Gat·ber Loudenslager 

Lovering 
McCarthy 
McCleary, l\linn. 
:McDermott 
Mcl\Iorran 
:Mahon 

Allen;N. J. Gardner, Mass. 
Andrus Gardner, N.J. 
Bates Gilbert 
Bennett, Ky. "' Gill 
Blackburn Goebel 
Bowi e Goldfogle 
Brooks, Colo. Graff 
Brumm Hear·st 
Buckman Hermann 
B1:rl•e, l'a. Holliday 
By~ H~kina 
Campbell, Kans. Howell, N. J. 
Cockran Hughes 
Condrey Hull 
Cous ins J enkins 
Curtis Keliher 
Darragh :i'inkaid 
Dickson, Ill. Kitchin, Claude 
Dixon. Mont. Klepper 
Dresser Lafean 
Fitzger·ald Le Fevre 
Flack Lilley, Conn. 
Fletcher Lindsay 
Fowler Littauer 
Gaines, Tenn. Lorimer 

So the motion was rejected. 

l\lartin 
Meyer 
Michalek 
Mondell 
Moon, Pa. 
Moore, Pa. 
Morrell 
Murphy 
Nevin 
Overstreet, Ind. 
Parket· 
Patterson, Tenn. 
Pearre 
Ransdell, La. 
Reid 
Reyburn 
Rhinock 
Riordan 
mxey 

Rives 
Roberts 
Rob.inson, Ark. 
Rodenberg 
Russell 
Samuel 
Schneebeli 

~~~clfrfeford 
Sheppard 
Sberley 
Sims 
Smith, Ky. 
Smith, l\Id. 
Smith, Samuel W. 
Smith, Wm. Alden 
Smith, Pa. 
Smith. Tex. 
Snapp 
Southall 
Sparkman 
Spight 
Stanley 
'l'aylor, Ala. 
Taylor, Ohio 
Towne 
'l'ownsend 
Trimble 
Underwood 
Wallace 
Watkins 
Webb 
Weems' 
Wharton 
Wiley, A,la. 
Williams·. 
Wilson 
Woodya£d 
Zenor 

Young 

Robertson, La. 
Ruppert 
Rvan 
Siiartel 
Sherman· 
Sibley 
Slayden 
Slemp 
Smith, Ill. 
Southard 
Stephens, Tex. 
Sulzer 
Talbott 
Thomas, Ohio 
Tyndall 
VanDuzer 
Van Winkle 
Wachter 
Wadsworth 
Webber 
Weisse 
Welborn 
Wiley, N.J. 
Wood 

The Clerk am10unced the following pairs: 
On the pilotage bill : 
1\Ir. FLETCHER (for the bill) with 1\Ir. PRINCE (against the 

bill). 
1\Ir. CURTIS (for the bill) with 1\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas 

(against the bill) . 
1\Ir. YouNG (for the bill) with l\fr. GAINES of . Tennessee 

(against the bill). 
1\Ir. SMALL (for the bill) with Mr. P EARRE (against the bill). 
For the day: 
1\Ir. SIBLEY with 1\Ir .. WEISSE. 
Mr. l\fooRE of Pennsylvania with l\fr. VAN DuzER. 
Mr. REYBURN with 1\fr. Pou. 
1\Ir. WACHTER with l\Ir. TALBOTT. 
1\Ir. DrxoN of 1\Iontana with l\Ir. GARBER. 
l\Ir. COUDREY with Mr. RIORDAN. 
1\Ir. HowELL of New Jersey with Mr. RANSDELL of Louishi.na. 
1\Ir. DARRAGH with l\Ir. SULZER. 
l\fr. ACHESON with 1\Ir. SLAYDEN. 
l\Ir. COUSINS with l\'fr. KELIHER. 
1\Ir. JENKINS with 1\Ir. RIXEY. 
Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut with Mr. COCKRAN. 
l\Ir. THOMAS of Ohio with 1\Ir. GiLL. 
1\fr. l\IONDELL with l\Ir .. RYAN. 
l\Ir. LORIMER with 1\Ir. · RHINOCK. 
1\fr. LOUDENSLAGER with l\Ir. ROBERTSON of Louisiana. 
Mr. LE FE\RE wi th.l\Ir. REID. 
1\Ir. LAFEAN with 1\Ir. LINDSAY. 
1\Ir. L!TTAUER with 1\Ir. 1\IrnR. 
1\Ir. HuLL with 1\lr. PATTERSON of Tennessee. 
1\lr. HUGHES with Mr. HOPKl S. 
1\fr. HoLLIDAY with :M:r. CLAUDE KITCHIN. 
l\Ii". GRAFF with 1\Ir. HEARST. 
Mr. GoEBEL with 1\fr. GoLn:FOGLE. 
Mr. GARD~EB of New Jersey with l\Ir. GILBERT of Kentucky. 
1\Ir. GARDNER of Massachusetts with 1\Ir. BYRD. 
l\Ir. CAMPBELL of Kansas with l\1r. FITZGERALD. 
1\Ir. ANDREWS with 1\lr .. BOWIE. 
For the session : 
1\fr. VAN WI KLE with Mr. 1\IcDERMOTT. 
Mr. SHERMAN with 1\lr. RUPPERT. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

[Applause.] 
l\Ir. SHERLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I move to reconsider the last 

-vote, and to lay that motion on the table. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky moves to 

reconsider the vote, and to lay thu t motion on the table. 
The question was taken ; and the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. SHERLEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I now renew my motion that 

leave to print be given those. who spoke upon the bill. 
The SPEAKER. ·The gentleman from Kentucky asks· unani

mous consent that gentlemen who spoke upon this measure may 
hav-e leave to extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

l\Ir. 1\IANN. Upon the subject-matter? 
1\fr. SHERLEY. Why, of course. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 1 [After a pause.] The 

Chair hears none. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

1\Ir. BRU:Ml\1, by unariimous consent, was granted leave of 
absence until Tuesday next on account of important business. 

El'o'ROLLED BILL SIGNED. 
The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of 

the following title: 
S. 1804. An act prov:iding for the use of certified checks to 

secure compliance with proposals and contracts for naval sup- · 
plies. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

By unanimous consent, the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia was discharged from. the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 20992) to authorize the paving of Twenty-third 
street NW., between S and U streets, and the same was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

1\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was ~greed to. 
Accordingly (at 5 o'clock p. m.) the House adjourned. 

EXECUTIVE COl\fl\IU1\IICATIONS. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com

munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
ns follows : · 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
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Mary W. Littell, widow of William J. Littell, against The United 
States-to tbe Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
Ella J . Vermillion, daughter and heir at law of Zachat·iah A. 
:Morgan, deceased, against The United States-to the Commit
tee on 'Var Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from tbe assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by ·the court in the case of 
D. W. Poor, son and heir at law of James A. Poor, deceased, 
againSt The UnHed States-to the Committee on War Claim!', 
and ordered to be printed. · 

A Jetter from the Secretary· of the Treasury, transmitting a 
->opy of a letter from ·the Secretru'Y of the Navy submitting an 
E.-atimate of appropriation for printing and binding for the Navy 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908--to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter frOJll the ecretary ·of the boru·d of naval officers ap
pointed under act of :March 3, 1905, submitting report of the 
board as to cost of armor plate and armor plant-to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting ~ 
report of a joint committE·e of the Treasm·y and Post-Office De
partments iu relation to the destruction of certain papers used 
in the money-order department-:-to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and ortf.ered to be printed. _ 
· A letter from the Secretm'Y of the Treasury, tran mitting a 
c-opy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting an 
estimate of appropriation for suney and subdivision of Indian 
re ervations and allotment of lands in severalty-to the Com
mittee o.n Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasur;v-, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting an 
estimate of additional appropriation for the work of the Com
mission to the Five Civilized Tribes-to the Committee on Afl
propi"iations, and ordered to be printed. 

.A:. letter from the Secretar'Y of. the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from tlle secretary of the Commissioners of the 
Dl trict of Columbia submitting a supplemental estimate of ap
propriation for the public schools of the District-to the Com
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. . 
· .A. Jetter from . the Comptroller of the Currency, transmitting 
his report for the year ended October 31, 1906--to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasm'Y, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting an 
e8timate of appropriation for contingent eA.-pen es of land of
fices-to the Committee on Appr:opriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

.A letter from the Librarian of Congress, transmitting his an
nual report and the report of the Superintendent of the Library 
Building and Grounds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1906-
to the Committee on the Library. 

.A. letter from the Secreta1'Y of the Treasury, transmitting an 
abstract of the official emoluments of officers in the customs 
~ervice received by them during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
190G-to the Committee on Ways and Means, and ordered to be 
printed . 

.A. letter from the Secretary Qf War, transmitting ·reports of 
inspections of disbursements and transfers by officers of the 
Army-to the Committee on EA.rpenditnres in the War Depart-
ment. · 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter 
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Pearl 
River from the mouth to Rock River, l\Iissi sippi- to the Com
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Long 
Rock, Ecllo Bay, New York-to ·the Committee on Riv-ers and 
Harbor , and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from tlle Secretal'Y of War , transmitting, with a let
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Upper 
Cache River, Arkansas-to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors, and ordered to be pr~ted. 

.A. letter from the Secretary of War, ·transmitting, with a let
ter from tlle Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur
vey of St. Lawrence River near Thousand Island Park, New 
York-to the Collllllittee «;>n Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to 
be printed. 

'A letter from the Secretary of 'Var, transmitting, with a let
t er from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of New 
London Harbor, Corniecticut-to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-

ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Pearl 
River, Mississippi-to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from the Secreta1'Y of Wru', transmitting, with a let
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Great 
Harbor, Culebra Island, Porto Rico-to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors, and ordered to be printed . 

.A. letter from the Secretary of War transmitting, with a let
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Pent
water Harbor, Michigan-to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from the Secretm'Y of "War, transmitting, with a let
ter from tlle Chief of Engineers, report of examination of an
chorage basin at Gulfport channel, therefrom to tlle roadstead 
at. Ship Island and of Ship Island Pass, and survey of Ship 
Island Pass, Mississippi-to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors, and ordered to be printed. 

.A letter from the Secretary of War, submitting certain modi
fications of the annual estimates for transportation of the Army, 
and submarine mines-to the Committee on Appropriations and 

. Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 
A letter from the Secretary of War, submitting abstract of 

proposals received during the fiscal year ended June 3, 190G, for 
materials and labor in connection with works under the Engineer 
Department-to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and or-
dered to be printed. . . 

.A. letter from the Secretru-y of the Interior, transmitting a cer
tificate from the governor and secretary of state of New l\Iexico 
showing the result of the election in that Territory on November 
G, 1906, on the subject of joint statehood with Arizona-to the 
Committee on the Territories, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a. copy of the decisions filed by the court in dismissing 
the cases of William D. Long and Lucy L. Breckenridge, heirs of 
Stephen H. Long, and sundry other cases against tlle T,Jnited 
States-to the Committee on War Claims, and ordeted to be 
printed. · . 

A letter from the assistant cler k of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the 
case of Elias Emmert, administrator of estate of Samuel Em
mert, against The United States-to the Committee on War 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter froni the assistant clerk-of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the ca e of 
William H . Brown against The United States-to the Committee 
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. lettei· from the assistant clerk of the Com·t of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the· findings filed by the court in the case of 
l\1artha E . Conklin against The United States-to the Com
mittee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A. letter f rom the as istant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
' Villiam Reading against The United States-to the Committee 
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, h·ans
mitting a · copy of the findings filed by the court · in the ca e of 
l\Iary E . Barrows against Tile United States-to the Committee 
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed . 

.A. letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the :findings filed by the court in the case of· 
John W. Dixon against The United States-to the Committee 
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, h·ans
ruitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
l\1a1'Y Wolf and D. Elmer Wolf, administrators of estate of 
David Wolf, against The United States-to the Committee on 
War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from tlle as istant clerk of tlle Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
Priscilla Burwell, executrix of estate of Armistead Burwell, 
against The United States-to the Committee ou War Claims, 
and ordered to be printed. 

.A. letter from the as istant clerk of tlle Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in tlle case of 
·william E. Boteler, administrator of e tate of Hezekiah Bote
ler, against The United States-to the Committee on War 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. . 

A letter from the assistant clerk of tlle Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
John S. Smith, administrator of estate of Nancy N. B. B~·idges, 
against The · United States-to tlle Committee on War Claims, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter, from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the findinQ"s filed by the court in the case of 
George F . Swann, administrator of estate of George T: Swann, 
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against The United States-to the Committee on War Claims, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of tlle findings filed by the court in the case of 
Josepll A .. Briley against Tlle United States-to the Committee 
on 'Var Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the decision filed by the court in dismissing 
the case of Joseph E. and William Nourse against The United 
States-to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the decision filed by the court in dismissing 
the cases of T. Alonzo Walker, Augusta C. Todd, and sundry 
otllers against The United States.,-to the Committee on War 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a copy of the decision filed by the court in dismissing 
the case of II. J. Burns, administrator -of estate of Robert Wil
kinson, deceased, and sundry other cases against The United 
States-to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be 
printed. 
· A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans

mitting a copy of the action of the court in dismissing the cases 
of Francis Dainese and others against The United States-to 
the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed. · 
' A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans

mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the brig Sally, Eden Wadsworth, 
master-to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. . 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delin~red to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
1Wl10le House, as follows : 

~Ir. CHANEY, from the C0mmittee on Invalid Pension, to 
which was referred the bill of ·the House (H. R. 18261) granting 
an increase of pension to John 'r. Mitchell, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5097) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERIIEAD, ·from the Colillilittee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
18155) granting an increase of pension to Frank · S. Hastings, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5098) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. · 

l\lr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the r:::'"'Ouse (H. R. 18031) grant
ing an increase of pension to Daniel H. Toothaker, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a teport (No. 509!)) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 17770) granting an increase · of pen
sion to Julia P. Grant, reported the same with amen<lment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5100) ; which said bill and report 
were refererd to the Private C'alendar. . 

1\fr. FULLER, from the · Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
wllicll was referred the bil1 of tlle House (H. R. 16087) grant
ing an increase of pension to Charles W. Foster, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5101) ; 
wllicll said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal-
endar. . · 

1\Ir. BRADLEY, from the Committee -on Invalid Pensions, to 
whicll was referred the bill of tlle Ho-q e (II. R. 15790) grant
ing an increase of 11ension to Nicllolas W. Dorrel, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5102) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

l\fr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to 'Thich was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15421) 
granting an increase of p~nsion to Paul Diedrich, reported the 
same without ·amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5103); 
whicll said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

l\lr. FULLER, from the cOmmittee on Invalid Pensions, to 
wllich was referred the bill of the House. (H. R. 15207) grant
ing an increase of pension to Nelson Hanson, reported the same 
witllout amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5104) ; wllicll 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 
· l\Ir. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 

which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15004) grant
ing an increase of pension to W. J. McAtee, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5105) ; which 
said brJ and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. SAMUEL W. ·SMITH, from the Committee on Inv.ulid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
14689) granting an increase of pension to ·Herman G. Weller, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5106) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

1\fr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14673) grant
ing an increase of pension to David H. Semans, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5107); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

1\Ir. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13241) granting an increase of pension to Francis Haner, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
5108) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

1\fr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12574) grant
ing an increase of pension to Jacob li . . Burkhardt, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 510!)); 
which said bill and report were referred to .the Private Cal- . 
en dar. 

1\Ir. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12106) grant
ing an increase of pension to George W. Reagan, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5110) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

1\Ir. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12036) · grant
ing a pension to Charles H. Tighe, guardian, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5111); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pension , 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11636) 
granting an increase of pension to Lawrence Hogan, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (Ko. 
5112) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

l\Ir. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11564) grant
ing an increase of pension to James Morrow, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5113); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10958) grant
ing an increase of pension to Levi Dodson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5114) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. SAMUEL W. S.l\IITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
10804) granting an increase of pension to John H. Worley, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a .report (No. 
5115) ; wh~cb said bill and report were referred to the ·Private 
Calendar. 

1\Ir. SULLOW AY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
tQ which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4656) grant
ing an increase of pension to Thomas Snell, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5116) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to· the Private Calendar. 

l\1r. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1687) grunting 
an increase of pension to James C. Daly, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5117) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\fr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
whicll was referred the bill of the House (H. R. V816) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles A. Spanogle, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5118); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

l\1r. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill -of the House (H. n. 
7834) granting a pension to Joseph Amos, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5119); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 600) granting 
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an increase of pension to Oliver H. McLain, t·eported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5120) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pen ions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
2290) granting an increase of pension to Peter Reedy, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5121) ; 
which said bill and rep01:t were referred to the Private Cal-
endar. . 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of tbe Hou e (H. R. 2422) granting an increa e of pension 
to Eari R. Childs, reported the same with amendment, accom
panied by a report (No. 5122) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pension", to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5172) granting 
an increase of ·pension to Milton Strattan, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5123) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. R. 4663) granting 
an increa e of pension to Horace B. Tanner, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5124) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

:Mr. SiliUEL W. SMITH, from the Cammittee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
18247) granting an increase of pension to William Baird, re
ported the same with ·amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5125) ; ·which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

l\fr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2822) granting 
an increase of pension to Levi Gates, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 512G); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

:l\lr. ll'ULLER, from the Committee on Inv-alid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12911) granting 
an increase of pension to A. S. Delaware, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No . . 5127); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private alendar. 

l\fr. SULLOWAY, from the C~Hnmittee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. R. 18771) 
granting an increase of pension to William G. Bailey, reported 
the &'lllle with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 512 ') ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

l\fr. SiliUEL W. S~HTH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
187G1) granting an increase of pen ion to Benjamin Bolinger, 
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a re
port (No. 5129) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. · 

l\Ir. CHAP~fAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 187-!2) grant
ing an increase of pension to Martin V. Barney, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5130) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

1\Ir. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
whicb was referred the bill of the House· (H. R. 18G37) grant
ing an increase of pension to Henry L. Sparks, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5131); 
which said bill and report were referred to _the Private Cal
endar. 

:Mr. SULLOW AY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18G34) grunt
ing an increase of pension to l\fary Sullivan, reported ·the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5132) ; which 
aid bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\!r. BRADLEY, .from the Committee on .Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 18494) grant
ing an increa e of pension to. Emmagene Bron on, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5133); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal
endar. 

l\fr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee ·on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
18474) granting an increase of pension to Robert Sturgeon, re
ported the same with- amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5134) i which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

l\lr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was i·eferred the bill of the House (H. R. 18179) grant
ing an increase of pension to William G. Baity, reported the 

.· 

same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5135); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Pt·ivate Cal
endar. 

:l\fr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
18114) granting an increase of pension to Henry B. Parker, re
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5136) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

l\fr. SULLOW.AY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 179G9) 
granting an increase of pension to Charles Walrod, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5137); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. from the Committee on In~alid 
Pen ions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
17958) granting an increase of penSion _to Alexander Dixon, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
5138) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

l\Ir. CALDERHEAD, ;from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. R. 
178G4) granting an increa e of pension to l\fn.ry E. Austin, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
.5139) ; whieh said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

l\Ir. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 17G4G) grant
ing a pension to James l\1. Sheak, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5140) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

:Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which wa referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1753"9) grant~ 
ing a pension to Ambrose D. Albertson, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5141); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL T\T. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
. Pensions, to which was referred the l;Jill of the · Hou e (H. R. 
17486) granting an increase of pension to Rudolph Pap t , re
ported the same ·with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
5142) ; which said bill and report were referred to the -Private 
Calendar. 

l\Ir. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was 1·eferred the bill of the House (H. n. 8.373) grunting 
an increa e of pension to Patrick Weir, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by . .a. report (No. 5143); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which wa~ referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17172) grant
ing an increase of pension to John Sho.rt, reported the same 
with amendment, ac~ompanied by a report (No. 5144) ; which 
8aid bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. FULLER, from the Committee on InvaUd Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. R. 1G895) grant
ing an increase of pen ion to William 1\I. Baker, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5145) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 16257) grunting a pension to Mary 
O'Donnell, reported the same with amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 5146) ; which said bill and report were re
ferred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15980) 
granting an increa e of pension to John F. Smith, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a · report (No. 5147) ; 
which aid bill and report were referred to the Private Cale;ndar. 

l\Ir. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pen ion to 
which was referred the ill of the Ilou e (H. R. 15 90) grant
ing a pension to Hiram C. Barney, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5148); which aid 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

.l\fr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pen ions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. R. 15455) 
granting an increase of pension to John D. Brook , reported the . 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. ti149) ; 
which ·aid bill .and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15430) grant
ing an increase of pension to Oliver L. Lawrence, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5150); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15193) granting an increase of pen ion 
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to FTederick W. Studdiford, reported the same without amend
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 5151) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15769) grant
ing an increase of pension to William Winslow Bennett, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5152) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. _ 

1\Ir. CHAP!\IAl~, from tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15580) grant
ing an increase of pension to James P. Hudkins, reported tlle 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5153) .; 
·which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\1r. SULLO,VAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15202) 
granting a pen ion to Ilenry Peetsch, reported the same with
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5154); which 
·said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14767) grant
ing an increase of pension to Henry Simon, reported the same 
witb amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5155) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to tbe Private .Calendar. 

1\Ir. CHAPl\IAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
.which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14690) grant
ing an increase of pension to Henrietta Hull, reported the same 
witll amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5156)·; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14263) granting 
a pension to Fidelia Sellers, reported the same with amenclment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 5157) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R . 14238) granting an increase of pension 
to William II. Van Tassell, reported the same without amend
ment, accompanied by a repo1i: (No. 5158) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\fr_ SAMUEL W. Sl\IITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H_ n. 
13887) granting an increase of pension to Joseph G. Eagler, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5159) ; which said bill and report were referred to tlle 
Private Calendar. -

.1\fr. SULLOW AY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 107T3) grant
ing an increase of pen ion to George C. Rathbun, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5160) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Pdvate Calendar. 

l\Ir, DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the IIou e (H. R. 6920) 
granting an increase of pension to Simon l\Iillison, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5161) ; 
which said lJill and report were referred to the-Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,. to 
which was referred the bill of the Rouse {II. R. 3-1:96) granting 
an increase of pension to Edward Walton, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5162) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr_ FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
·- which wa referred the bill of the House (II. R. 13813) granting 

an increase of pension to Samuel Brown, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5163); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Pri"vate Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 13053) granting a pension to Eli Bunt
ing, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re
port (No. 51G-!) ; whiCh said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to \Yhicb was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
12152) granting an increase of pension to Leonidas E. Mills, re
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
5165) ; which said bill and report n-ere referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

l\Ir. SAl\IUEL "\V~. S~IITII, frou1 the Committee on Invalid 
Pen ions, to which was referred the bill of the · Ilouse (H. R. 
3355) granting an increase of pension to James Allen, reported 
the same witll amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5166) ; 
whicb said bill and report w-ere referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. CHAP~f.AN, from the Committee on InYalid Pensions, to 
wilicil was referred tile bill of tile House (II. n. 43SG) granting 
an increase of pension to Zelinda E. Odenbangh, reported the 

same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 51G7); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred tlle 
bill of the House (H. R. 5063) to increase the pension of 
William G. .!\filler, reported the sanie with amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5168) ; which s..'lid bill anu report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\1r. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7247) granting 
a pension to Lorenzo Sink, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 5169) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the sarpe committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (II. R. 1938) granting an increase of pension -
to Thomas B. Foutty, .reported the same without amendment, 
_accompanied by a report (No. 5170) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1904) granting 
an increase of pension to Nelson R. Satterlee, reported the same . 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5171) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendfir. 

1\Ir. SAl\IUEL W. S~HTil, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
1800) granting a pension to Eliza J. Ingle, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5172) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\1r. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. n. 1709) granting 
an increase of pension to R P. l\1unns, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5173); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Pri-vate Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 6911) granting an increase of pension 
to "illiam J. Turner, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by· a report (No. 5174) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. C.dLDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Honse (H. R. 3733) grant
ing an increase of pension to Simeon D. Chelf, reported the same 
with amend.ri:lent, accompanied by a report (No. 5175) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 
' l\Ir. Cll.ANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of tbe House (II. R. G189) granting 
an increase of pension to Arthur Tibbits, reported the same 
witll amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5176) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the PriYate Calendar. 

l\!r. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Hou e (H. n. 5648) 
granting an increase of pension to William Hand, reported the 
same with amenclmerit, accompanied by a report (No. 5177) ; 
whic-h .·aid bill and report were referred to tbe Private Calendar. 

l\!r. SA.MU EL W. S:~IITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 
7912) granting an increase of pension to James l\1. Lawder, re
ported the same with amendment; accompanied by a report (No. 
5178) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the IIouse (H. R. 8335) granting an increase of pension 
to John T. Harvey, reported the same with amendment, accom
panied by a report (No. 51T9) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr. CHA1\'EY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
wilich was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9090) granting 
an increase of pensioh to Amasa B. Saxton, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (~o. -5180); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 
_ l\Ir. SA1\IUEL W. Sl\IITH, from the Committee· on Invalid 

Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (:E{. R. 
8136) granting an increase of pension to Joseph A. Scroggs, re
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 5181) ; whicil said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
Yate Calendar. • 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
wllich was referred the bill of.the House (H. R. 11232) granting 
a pension to Aaron L. Packer, reported the same with amend
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 5182) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referi·cd the bill of the House (H. R. 11169) 
granting an increase of pension to Robert P. Call, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a revort (No. 5183) ; 
wllich said bill and report we1~e referred to the Private Calendar. 
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Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10755) grant
ing an increase of pension to Anna Flynn, r~ported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5184) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 5803) granting an increase of pension 
to Edwin L. Roberts, reported the same with · amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5185) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3980) granting 
a pension to Frank G. 'Hammond, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5186) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3494) granting 
an increase of pension to .Albert .A. '.ralham, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report .(No. 5187) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\Ir. C.A.LDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3234) 
granting an increase of pension to Rush Deskins, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5188) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOW AY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred .the bill of the House (H. R. 522) grant
ing an increase of pension to Frederick Roschdiantsky, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5189) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the .Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMI'J.'H, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
747) granting an increase of pension to Robert Smith, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5190); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1026) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas 1\f. Wilcox, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5191) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. lOGO) granting 
a pension to Margaret E. Lounsbury, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5192); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. S.A.l\IUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
1372) granting a pension to Josephine F. Richmond, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 51!)3) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\lr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1500) granting 
a ·pension to Emily J. Sherman, reported the same with amend
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 5194) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\lr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee· on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 1706) .granting 
an increase of pension to George H. Washburn, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5195); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. CH.A.Pl\f.A.N, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7411) granting 
an increase of pension to Tobias Fisher, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5196) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 7476) granting 
an increase of pension to George C. Dean, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5197) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 7544) granting an increase of pension 
to Gustavus E. F. Raschig, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 5198) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. • 
· Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8159) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Leathers, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a re~ort (No. 5199) ; which 
said. bill and report were referred to tlie Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Bouse (B. R. 8338) granting 
an increase of pension to Isaac S. Doan, reported the same with 
nmendment, .accompanied by a report (No. 5200) ; which said 
bm and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\fr. BRADLEY, from · the Committee on Invalid . Pensions, · to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8789) granting 
nn increase of pension to Levi Chapman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. l320i) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\Ir. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8925) 
granting an increase of pension to Chester Simpson, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report ·(No. 
5202) ; which said bill and report were referred to the PriYate . 
Calendar. 

1\Ir. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 
8958) granting an increase of pension to David Bowen, re
l)Ol"tecl the same without amendment, accompanied by a report · 
(No. 5203) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

l\lr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the IIou e (H. R. 9100)) grant
ing a pension to Nancy C. Paine, reported the same with amend
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 5204) ; which said bill ancl 
report were referred to the PriYate Calendar. 

l\Ir. SAl\lUEL W. SUITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (B. R. 
U218) granting an increa e of pension to William T. Blanchard, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. G205) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Pri
Ynte Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, fl'om the Committee on Invalid Pension , to 
which was referred the bill of ·the House (II. R. 10032) grant
ing an increase of pension to Octavo Barker, reported the arne 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 5206) ; which 
ssid bHI and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which wa referred the 
bill of the Hou e (II. R. 10240) granting an increase of pension 
to John II. Curnutt, reported the same with amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5207) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10400) granting an increase of pen ion 
to Thomas Harrison, reported the same with amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5208) ; which said bill anu report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 9402) granting an increase of pension 
to .Adam S. Van Vorst, reported the same with amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 5209) ; which said bill and report 
"'·ere referred to the Private Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 
INTRODUCED. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and m~morials 
of .thf:' following titles were introduced and severally referred 
as follow : 

By 1\fr. YOUKG: A bill (H. R. 21377) to establish rancre 
lights on Grand Island Harbor, State of Michigan-to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By 1\fr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 21378) granting pen ions to 
soldiers and sailors who haye lost the sight of both eye and to 

· soldiers and sailors who are and may become bedridden, para
lytic, utterly helpless, and painfully or permanently disabled 
from causes not occurring while in the military or naval serv-. 

. ice of the United States-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 
By Mr. DALZELL (by request) : A bill (H. R. 2137D) to pen

sion Volunteer Army nurses-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By l\Ir. LITT.AUER: A bill (H. R. 21380) for the erection of 
a public building at Amsterdam, N. Y.-to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. · 

Ry l\Ir. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 21381) to amend an act en
titled "An act to provide for the appointment of a sealer and 
a sistant sealer of weights and measures in the District of Co
lumbia, and for other purposes," approved larch 2, 1 !)5, and 
to amend an act amendatory thereof, approved June 20, 1906-
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Ur. Sil\IS: .A bill (H. R. 21382) for the prevention of 
smoke in the District of Columbia, and for other purpo. es-to 
the Committe~ on the District of Columbia. 

By l\fr. HUl\IPHREY of Washington: A bill (II. R. 21383) 
providing that terms of the circuit court of the United Statea 
for the western dish·ict and of the dish·ict court of the United 
States for the northern division of the western district of the 
State of ·washington be held at Bellingham-to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. · · 

By ::\Jr. PEA.RRE: A bill (H. R. 21384) granting a . pen. jon o! 
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$30 per month to all honorably discharged soldiers and sailors 
who served at least ninety days in the Army or Navy of the 
United States· during the civil war, and who have or may reach 
the age of 70 years-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FLOYD (by request) ': A bill (H. R. 21385) to make 
available the waters of the White River, in the States of Mis
souri and Arkansas, above Cotter, Ark., for electric power pur
pose without impeding navigation-to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 21386) to amend the act 
appro-red August 19, 1890, entitled "An act to adopt regulations 
for preventing collisions at sea "-to· the Committee on the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By 1\Ir. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 21387) to authorize contin
uance of the .railroad siding into square No. 737, in the city of 
Wa bington-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Ir. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. R. 21388) to amend the 
bankruptcy act-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By. Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 21389) to provide for 
collection of taxes on legacies of property-to the Committee on 
·ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 21390) to increase to $30 and 
$50 per month certain pensions granted under the act of June 
27, 1890-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. RIVES: A bill (H. R. 21391) to prevent certain news
paper , magazines, circulars, pamphlets, and other publications 
from being carried in the United States mails-to the Committee 
on tile Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By l\fr. CUUTIS: A bill (H. R. 21392) providing for a mili
tary highway between Forts Leavenworth and Riley, Kans.
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. LEVER ("by reque t) : A bill (H. R. 21393) to make 
the Barnaby road, in the District of Columbia, a public hfgh
way-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By 1\Ir. ALLEN of Maine: A bill (H. R. 21394) authorizing 
the extension of T street NW.~to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia.. · 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 213!)5) to provide 
for the erection of a public building at Brigham City, Utah-to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grolmds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2139G) to. provide for the erection ·of a 
public building at Park City, Utah-to tQ.e Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. . 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 21397) authorizing a sur
vey of the Hatcbie Ri\er, and for other purposes-to the Com
mittee on Ri\ers and Harbors. 
- AI o, a bill (H. R. 21398) authorizing a survey of the Obion 
River, and for other purposes-to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21399) authorizing a ·survey o:t: the Forked 
Deer rivers, and for other purposes-to the Committee on Ri-rers 
and llarbors. 

By 1\Ir. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 21400) to regulate and 
equalize the pay of officers of the Army, 1\avy, 1\Iarine Corps; 
and Revenue-l\farine Service-to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. · 

By 1\Ir. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 21401) authorizing the Sec
retary of the Interior to purchase the 1\Icintosh re ervation, in 
Carroll County, Ga., and erect a monument thereon-to the Com
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mi·. AIKEN: A .bill (H. R. 21402) permitting the build
Ing of a dam across the Savannah River at Gregg Shoals-to 
tbe Committee on lnterstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By 1\Ir. KINKAID: A bill (H. R. 21403) to amend section 2 
of an act entitled "An act to amend the homestead laws as to 
certain unappropriated and unreserved lands in Nebl-aska " ap
pro\ed April 28, 1904, to restore to and confer upon c~rtain 
persons the right to make entry under said act, and to amend 
existing law as to the sale of isolated tracts subject to entry 
under said act-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By 1\Ir. PARSONS: A bill (H. · R. 21404) to p'.'event the em
ployment of children in factories and mines-to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By 1\Ir. SAl\fUEL: A bill (H. R. 21405) to provide for the 
erection of a public building a:t Shamokin, in the State of 
Pennsylvania-to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By 1\Ir. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 21406) authoriz
ing the President of the United States to enter into commercial 
agreements for the purpose of securing enlarged foreign mar
kets for the beef and pork products of the United States-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 21407) to pro
vide a site and erect a public building at Gr:eenville, Ala.-to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By 1\Ir. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 21408) to amend an act 
entitled "An act to regulate the keeping of employment agencies 
in the Dlsh·ict of" Columbia where fees are charged for pro
curing employment or situations," approved June 19, 1906-to 
the Committee on the Dish·ict of Columbia. 

By 1\Ir. CA:r.."'DLER: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 194) pro
viding for the introduction of testimony in behalf of the de~ 
fendant in all preli.minru·y bearings of a criminal nature-to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By 1\Ir. McNARY: A resolution (H. Res. 644) directing the 
Secretary of Commerce and Labor to report to the House cer~ 
tain information relative to the operation of railways by the 
Governments of France, Switzerland, and Belgium-to the Com~ 
mittee on Railways and Canals. 

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 645) directing the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor to report to the House certain information 
relati\e to the operation of the parcels post in England, 
France, and Germany-to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Road. 

Also, a resolution (II. Res. 646) directing the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor to report to the House certain informa
tion relative to the operation by the Government of telegraph 
lines in England, France, and Australia-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Ir. PAYNE: A resolution (H. Res. G47) concerning the 
reference of certain portions of the President's message to the 
\arious Hou e committees-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, a resolution .(H. Res. 64:8) to pay Mary A. Webb, 
widow of Homer B. Webb, deceased, a certain sum of money
to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: A resolution (H. Res. 649) 
directing the Cl~rk of the House to appoint an enrolling 
clerk-to the Committee on Accounts. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, pri\ate bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By 1\Ir. ALLEN of 1\Iaine: A bill (H. R. 21409) for the relief 
of Edmund l\1. Talcott-to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By 1\Ir. BARTLETT: A bill (H. R. 21410) granting an in
crease of pension to Blanche Monroe Kell-to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (IT. ·n. 21411) granting an increase of pension to 
Nnnnie E . Poole-to the Committee on Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21412) granting an increase of pension to 
Augustus L. Dodge-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21413) granting an increase of pension ... to 
Mary S. Plait-to the Committee on Pensions. . 

By 1\Ir. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 21414) granting a pen~ 
•sion to J. P. Hannon-to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. BATES : A bill (H. R. 21415) granting an increase of 
pension to C. ,V. T~ ler-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21416). granting an increase ·of pension to 
Charles Kiss-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. BEIDLER: A bill (H. R. 21417) granting an increase 
of pension to Abram 0 . Kindy-to the Committee on InvaliLl 
Pensions. 

By Ir. BENNET'".r of Kentucky: A bill (II. R. 21418) grant
ing an increase of pension to Daniel H. Shumate-to the Com~ 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21419) granting a pension to F. l\1. 1\Ic~ 
Comis-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21420) granting an increase of pension to 
Sebastain B. Abrams-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 21421) granting an increase 
of pension to Emanuel Vannarsdel-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21422) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank Smyth-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H .. R. 21423) granting an increase of pension to 
1\Iartha E. Wood-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21424) granting an increase of pension to 
J. W. Pettee-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 21425) granting an increase of 
pension to Jasper N. Brown-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By 1\Ir. BROWN: A bill (II. R. 21426) granting an increase 
of pension to . .Jobn J. Ross-to the Committee on In\alid Pen~ 
sions. 
. Also, a "bill (H. R. 21427) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas L. l\Ioody-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By :i\lr. BURNETT of Alabama: A bill (H. R . 21428) grant
ing an increase of pension to Cornelius H . Lawrence--to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 21429) granting an increase 
of pension to Abram D. Clark-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Al o, a bill (H. R. 21-!30) granting an increase of pension to 
Alonzo Foster-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21431) granting an increase of pension to 
Durack Rowen-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. C.A~DLER: A bill (H. R. 21432) granting an increase 
of pen ion to Benjamin· Bragg-to the Committee on Pensions. 
- By Mr. CHAPMAN : A bill (H. R. 21433) . granting an in
crease of pen. ion to George W. Lasley-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CURTIS: A bill (H. R. 21434) granting an increase 
of pension to _Moses L. Boline--to the Committee on Pensions. 

_AI o, a bill (II. R. 21435) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin S('lloppa-to the Committee on I nvalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21436) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin Heath-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. n. 21437) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary A. Somerlot-to the Committee on Jny-alid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 21438) granting an increase of pension to 
William Cummings-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21439) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Russell-to the Committee on Iny-alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21440) granting an increase of pension to 
Wesley Blackman~to the Committee · on. Invalid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 21441) granting an increase of pension to 
Rufus G. Kessler-to the Committee on Iny-alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21442) ·granting an increase of pen ion to 
William H; Ridgway-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DALE: A bill .(H. R. 21443) granting a pension to 
George D. Arthur-to the Committee on I nvalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DALZELL : A bill (H. R . 21444) providing for the 
pre. ·entation of: a medal of honor to Col. Edward Jay Allen
to the Committee on Military Affair . 

.By 1\Ir. DAWES : A bill (H. R . 21445) granting a pension to 
Charles D. Barnett-to the Committee on Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 21446) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Crum-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21447) granting an increase of pension to 
William ,V. Rpnrks-to the Conimittee on Pensions. 

Also, ·a bill (H. R. 21448) granting an increase of pension to 
J e Jackman-to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
· AI o, a 1 ill (H. R. 21449) granting an increase of pension to 
Zedekiah Wiseman-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

By Mr. DOVENER : A bill (H. R. 21450) gr anting a pen ion 
to Will P. Hall-to the Committee. on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FI:KLEY: A .bill (H. R. 21451) granting an increase 
of pension to Jo eph S. Kelley-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Al o, ·a bill (H. R. 21452) granting an increase of pension to 
Dicey Pom·e--to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 21453) granting an increase 
of pension to Eliza C. Roosa-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. GAINES of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 21454) for tlle 
relief of Payne, James & Co.-to the Committee on War Claims. 

Bv ~Ir. GRANGER : A bill (H. R. . 21455) granting an in
crea~ e of pen ion to Isaac Crocker-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen ions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 21456) granting an increa e of pension to 
Hazzard P . Gavitt-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21457) granting an increase of pension to 
harles H. Sander -to the ommittee on Invalid Pension . 
Al o, a bill (H. R. 21458) granting an increase of pension to 

James W. Goodwin-to the ommittee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 21459) granting an increase of pension to 

James C. Booth-to the Committee on I nvalid Pen ions. 
By Mr. HAl\IILTON: A bill (H. R. 21460) granting an in

crease of pension to William G. Brooks-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pen ions. 

Al o, a bill (H. R. 21461) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Huff-to the Committee on Invalid Pension . 

By 1\!r. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 21462) granting an increase of 
pension to William Wickham-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 21463) granting an increase of pension to 
William H . Moore--to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By -Ur. HEDGE: A bill (H. R. 214G±) granting an increase of 
pension to Jolln R. Snyder-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sion&. 

By Mr. HIGGINS : A bill (H. J;t. 21465) granting an increase 

of p{!nsion to Acloniram J. Bowen- to t he Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21466) grant ing an incre-a e of pension to 
Franklin K. Hoyt-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21467) granting an increase of pension to 
Lyman W . Armstrong-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21468) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

_Also, a bill (H. R. 214G9) granting a pension to Lyman W. 
Armstrong-to the Committee on Inv.alid Pensious. 

By Ur. HILL of :Mis issippi: A bill (H. R. 21470) granting 
an increase of pension to 1\fary R . Carroll-to the Committee on 
Pensioas. _ · 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21471) grantiug an increase of pen. ion to 
Ada line II. Malone-to the Oommi ttee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21472) granting an increa e of pen ion to 
Wiley H . J ackson-to· the Committee 011 Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21473.) granting an increa e of pension to 
Jnmes B. Wood-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By .Mr. HINSHAW: A bill (H. R. 21474) granting an in
crease of pension to Samuel D. Davis-to the Committee on In-
ya lid Pensions. · 

Also, a bili (H. R. 21475) granting an increase of pension to 
George Stratton-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21476) granting an increa e of pension to 
Hiram A. Winslow-to the Committee on Invalid Pen. ions. 

By Mr. H OWELL ·of New Jer ey: A bill (II. R. 21477) grant
ing an increase of pension to D. P. Fielder-to the Committee 
on I nvalid P en ion . 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21478) granting an increa ·e of pen..;ion to 
.Mary G. Rowand-to the Committee .on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R." 21479) granting an increase of pension to 
' Villiam Bechtel-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R . 21480) granting an increase of pension to 
Jame D. 1\fatthews-to the Committ e on Im~aJid Pension . 

By 1\fr. HOWELL of Utah : A bill (H. R. 21481) granting an 
increa e of pension to Lucy Cole--to t.he Committee on Pen ion . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21482) to reimbnr e· Lieut. Gordon N. Kim-
ball-to the Committee on Claim. . · 

By l\Ir. HOGG : A bill (II. R. 21483) granting an increa e of 
pension to George S. Woods-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By :\Ir. HUN'I' : A b-ill (H: R. 21484) granting a pension to 
Emma Eagan-to the Committee on Iuvalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KEIE'ER: A bill (H. R. 214 [l) granting a pension to 
1\' illiam J. Schneider-to the Committee on Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21486) granting a pen ion to A.ugu t 
Schneider-to . the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21487) granting a pen ion to William 
Winker-to the Committee on Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 214 ) granting a pension to 'ancy 
Keiser-to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (S. R. 21489) granting a pen ion to Margaret 
Bowzer-to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21400) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Reddick-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21491) granting an increa e of pension to 
Leonidas ~1. Crossland-to the Commitee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Al ·o, ·a bill (II. R. 21492) granting an incr ase of pen ion to 
Abraham Zimmerman-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21493) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas II. Pearson-to tlle Committee on Invalid Pen. ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21494) granting an increa ·e of pen. ion to 
Levi Prince-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21405) granting an increase of pension to 
.Jonathan W. Pontius-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN : A bill (II. R. 21406) gt;ant
in an increase of pension to Samuel B. Day-is.:_to the Commit
tee on Pension . 

Also a bill (H.-R. 21497) granting an increa. e of peusion to 
Iary E. Hobbs-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By ~Ir. KLINE: A bill (II. R. 2149 ) granting an increase 
of pension to Daniel Scheetz-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21499) granting au increa e of pension to 
Henry A. Wieand_:_to the-Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By JHr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 21500) granting a pension to 
Caleb Houdy hell-to the Committee 011 Invalid Pen ions. 

By Mr. CHARLES B. LAl~IS : A bill (H. R. 21501) to re
mo>e the charge of desertion from the military record of John 
D. Collee--to the Comlnittee on l\Iilitary Affair·. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21502) to remoy-e the cllarge of de ertion 
from tlle military record of Ezekiel W. Cohee--to the Com
mittee on 1\Iilitary Affairs. 
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By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 21503) granting an increase of 

pension to Noall E. Lane-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
- By ~Ir. LORIMER: A bill (H. R: 21504) granting an increase 

of pen ion to Andrew T. :Moonert, alias William 1\fayfi.eld-to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21505) granting a pension ~ Mary P. 
'l'lliele-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

By l\Ir. LOWDEN: A bill (H. R. 21u06) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob Howe-to the Committ~ on Invalid Pen-
sions. . 

By l\Ir. :McKINLEY of Illinois : A bill (H. R. 21507) . granting 
an increase of pens ion to George .dthey-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 21508) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel 'Barber-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 21509) granting an increase of pension to 
John Rahler-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21510) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert McKee-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. McNARY: A bill (H. R. 21511) for the relief of 
Joseph Manning-to the Committee on Cla ims. 

By l\lr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 21512) for the relief of 
James T. Healy-to the Committee on Claims . . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21513) granting an increase of pen ion to 
·william l\1. Hartnett-to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21514) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward A. Tomlin~to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21515) granting an increase of p:ension to 
Jo eph Wheeler-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21516) granting an increase of pen ·ion to 
James l\Iurtha-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21517) granting an increase· of pension to 
E. C. Russell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\lr. l\IANN: A bill (H. R. 21518) granting a pen ·ion to 
AnnaL. Patrick-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By l\lr. MONDELL: A bill (fi. R. 21519) granting an in
crease of pension to Montezuma St. Jobri-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. MOORE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 21520) to cor
rect the military record of William S. Russell-to the Commit
tee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill "' (H. R. 21521) to restore the name of Caroline 
Kurtz to ttie-pension roll-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

· Also, a bill (H. R. 21522) for the relief of James J-ones-to
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\fr . .MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 21523) granting a pension 
to Jacob A. Ilenkle-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 21524) 
granting an increase of pension to Elison Gatewood-to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. By l\lr. PAYNE: A bill (H. R. 21525) granting an increase of 

pension to John Short-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By l\Ir. PEARRE: 4 bill (H. R. 21526) granting an "increase 

of pension to Henry C. Hoover-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21;527) granting an increase of pension to 
Ezra J. Yingling-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. POU: A bill (H. R. 21528) granting a pension to 
Martha A. Wright-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 21529) granting a pension to Charlotte 
Game-to the Committ~e on Invalid Pensions. , 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21530) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. 
Bonner-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 21531) granting an increase of pension to 
Ann E. Macy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 21532) granting an increase 
of pension to William Dobson-to the Committee on Invalid 
P ensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21533) granting an increase of pension to 
Lyman S. Strickland-to .the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21534) grantin~ an increase of pension to 
Henry Reed-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21535) granting an increase of pension to 
WiJliam E. Feeley-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Als6, a bill (H. R. 21536) granting an increase of pension to 
Willard B. Peakes-to the Conimittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\1r; RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 21537) 
granting an increase of pen,sion to John W. B . . Huntsman--to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By ~lr. RODENBERG: A bill (H: R. 21538) granting a pen
sion to Caroline C. Kuhn-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21539) grantin-g an increase of pension to 
Joseph L. Koonce-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

XLI--11 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21540) granting an increase of pension to 
John L. Wilson-to the Committee on Pensions. ' 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21541) · grantihg an increase of pension to 
William R. Wrig:Qt-to the Committee on Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (a. R. 21542) granting an increase of pension to 
Erastus A. 'Ihomas-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ' 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21543) granting an increase of pension to 
Addison Thompson-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By Mr. RYAN: A bill (H. R. 21544) granting a pension to · 
Cllarles G. Perrin-to the Committee on Pen ions. • 

By l\lr. SHEPPARD: A bill (II. R. 21545) authorizing the 
President to nominate and appoint Birchie 0. Mahaffey; John 
A. Cleveland, and Traugett F. Keller as second lieutenants in 
the United States Army-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 21546) for the relief of Sarah _l\1. Harrell
to the Committee on War Claims . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21547) for the relief of Samuel G. Smyth
to the Committee on Claims. 

By l\lr. SMITH of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 21548) for the relief 
Of the heirs and legal representatives of J. W. Hood, deceased_:_: 
to the Committee on War Claims. - : 

By l\Ir. SMITH of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 21549) granting an in-· 
crease of pension to William J. Dryden-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 21550) granting an increase of pension fo 
Charles M. Hobbs-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: A bill (H. R. 21551) granting an in
crease of pension to Alfred El. Lucas-to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21552) granting an increase of pension to 
1Jbenezer B. Hoyt-to the Committee · on Invalid Pensions: 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21553) granting an increase of pension to~ 
Charles 0. Rankins-to the Comniittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21554) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel G. Healy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 21555) granting an in
crease of pension to William T. Clark-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 21556) granting an 
·increase of pension to Jacob Solmar-to the Coiifmittee on In--
valid Pensions. · 

By l\fr. WILSON: A bill (H. R. 21557) granti.p.g a pens'ion to 
.John H. Stephens-to the Committee on Invalid J?ensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21558) granting a pension to ·Samuel El. 
11itchell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · ~ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21559) · granting an increase of pension to
William Ivers-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21560) granting an increase of pension to 
John Sullivan-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

By Mr. WOODYARD: A bill (II. R. 21561) granting an in
crease of pension to John P. Wildman-to the Comm ittee on 
Invalid Pensions. · 

By Mr. WALDO : A bill (H. R. 21562) granting an increase 
of pension to Valentine Goebel-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 21563) granting. an increase of 
pension to Merritt M. Smart-to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21564) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel French-to the Committee on Invalid P ensions. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were di charged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; -which 
were thereupon referred ~s follows : 

A bill (H. R. 3208) granting a pension to I sabel T. Ba rth
wick-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Oommi ttee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 13706) granting an increase of pension to Al
bert C. Roach-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. ' · · 

A bill (H. R. 20765) granting a pension to Rachel l\1. 1\fc·
Neilly-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, · and re
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. · 

A bill (H. R. 20828) granting a pension to Jeremiah Wil
liams-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. · · 

A bill (H. R. 20847) granti>Ilg a pension to Jolln A. Pol~ 
lard-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. · 1 

A bill (H. R. 21032) granting an increase of pension to 
George H. Quigg-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. · · 

A bill (H. R. 21091) authorizing and directing the Secretm7 
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of the Treasury to enter on the roll of Capt. Orlando Humason's 
Compn.ny B, First Oregon Mounted Volunteers, the name of 
Hezekiah Davis-Committee on Pensions discharged., and re
ferred to the CoiDlllittee on 1\Iilita.ry Affairs. 

4 bill (H. R. 21109) granting a pension to A very A. Smith
Committee on In\alid Pensions discharged, and ·referred to the 
GoiDllli ttee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 21111) granting an increase of pension to Ar
thur Graha~-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. · · 

A bill (II. ll. 21240) granting an increase of pension to Mere
cUth T. Moore-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa
pers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred a..;; follows : 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of L . .A.. McDaniel and the citi
iens Of the Choctaw Nation, protesting. against the transfer of 
a large area of the land of that nation for a game reserve--to 
the Committee on India.Il Affairs. · 
. Also, petition of Local Union No. 1 of Bridge and Structural 
Iron Workers and other labor organizations, for the Merchant 
.Marine Commission shipping bill-to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. · 

By Mi·. ACHESQN: Petition of Charleroi Council, No. 1024, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, for restriction of im
migration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of Plimpton, Cowan & Co., 
of Buffalo, N. Y., for legislation to improve the efficiency of the 
Patent Office-to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the Political Equality Club, of Albany, N. Y., 
and Albany County Woman's Christian Temperance Union, for 
a constitutional amendment favoring woman suffrage--to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BATES : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Isabelle 
T. Borthwick (previously referred to Committee on Invalid Pen
sions) -to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of F . M .. McCammis-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 
· By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of the Wednesday Club, of 

St. Louis, Mo., for repeal of the duty on works of art-to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. · 

By fr. BRICK: Petition of Charles W. Howell Post, No. 90, 
Grand Army ·of the Republic, Department of Indiana, for · pen
sion of ex-prisoners of the war of the rebellion to the amount of 
$2 per day for terms of confinement-to the ~itt~ on In-
valid Pensions. · 

By 1\Ir. BURLEIGH: Petition of Charles E. Ball, of Athens, 
Me., favoring restriction of immigration (bill S. 4403)-to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Silas E. Bowler, of Palermo, Me., favoring 
. restriction · of immigration-to the Committee on Immigration 
and .... .,.aturalization. . 

By 1\lr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of Coatesvil~e 
Council, No. 421, Junior Order United American Mechanics, fa
voring resh·iction of immigration--to the Committee OI;J. Immi
gration and Natu1~alization. 

Also, petition of the librarian of Haverford College (Penn
sylvania) library, against legislation that will abridge existing 
rights of libraries to import books in the English language {bills 
s. G330 and H. R. 19853, Fifty-ninth Congress)-to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, _petition of George A. McCall Post, No. 31, Grand Army 
of the Republic, approving bill ~. R. 19985, granting pensions to 
all soldiers and sailors of the war of the rebellion for services, 
and a uniform pension to widows of said soldiers-to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. CASSEL: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
.J. Fordney-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania : Petition of the Philadel
phia Board of Trade, for the SJibsidy shipping bill-to the Com
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Grindstone Council, No. G89, and Flatwoods 
Council, No. 965, Junior Order United American Mechanics, 
favoring restriction of immigration-to the Committee on Immi
gration and Naturalization. 

By 1\Ir. CROMER : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Levi 
Slagle, from citizens of Winchester, Ind.-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DALE : Petiti<Jn of the Philadelphia Bo~rd of Trade, 

against repeal of the bankruptcy law-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

Also, petition of .Sam Sloan Division, No. 276, Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Engineers, of Scranton, Pa., for the ship-subsidy 
bill-to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, for the 
ship-subsidy bill-to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George D. Arthur
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of the Philadelphia Board of 
Trade, against repeal of the bankruptcy law-to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. • 

By l\Ir. DAVIDSON : Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Margaret Gilroy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. DAWSON: Petition gf Tr..i-City Lodge, No. 388, Inter
national Association of Machinists, of Davenport, Iowa, for the 

·ship-subsidy . bill-to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the New York State Pharma
ceutical Association, for the Mann patent bill-to the Committee 
on Patents. 

Also, petition of the New York State Pharmaceutical Associa
tion, assembled -at Niagara Falls, June 27, 1906, for increasing 
the Medical Department of the Army and Navy of the United 
States by an addition of a pharmac(;!utical corps-to the Commit
tee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FTNLEY : Papers to accompany 'bills ·for relief of 
Joseph S. Kelley and Mrs. Dicey Poore--to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the National Association of Re
tail Druggists, for an amendment of antitrust laws relative· to 
.cooperation among smaller merchants-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
· By Mr. GOEBEL: Petition of Southern Ohio Council, No. 299, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction 
of immigration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation. · 

By 1\Ir. GRANGER: Petition of Providence Chapter, .Alner
ican Institute of Bank · Clerk , for preservation of Niagara 
Falls-to ·the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By 1\fr. HAYES : Paper to accompany bill for relief of' Wil
liam Henry Moore--to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. HIGGINS: Petition of Jonathan Triinrbull: librarian, 
-against legislation abridging the importation of Ehgli h -books 
(bills S. 6330 and H. R. 19853, Fifty-ninth Congress)-to the · 
Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. HIN SH.A W : Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Samuel D. Davis-to the Committee· on Invalid Pension . 

By Mr. HOGG: Petition of a mass meeting of colored citi
zens of Bethlehem Baptist Church, Pueblo, Colo., disapproving 
the President's order relative to soldiers .. of the Twenty-fifth 
United States Infantry-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWELL: · Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Lucy Cole-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN : Papers to accompany bills 
for relief of William Hobbs and L. B. Davis-to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By .Mr. L4-CEY : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Caleb 
Houdyshell-to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

Also, petition of members of the bar of Wapello County, Iowa, 
for a division of the district and circuit courts of the United 
States in the southern dish·ict of Iowa_:_to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Retail Merchants' Association of Ot
tumwa, Iowa, for classification of postal clel'ks and increa ing 
their pay-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: fetition of James Ridgway, of New 
York, for increase of the Coast Artillery force--to the Commit
tee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\fr. LITTAUER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
WiJliam A. Bates_..:_to the Committee oh Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LI'l'TIJEFIELD : Petition of Lobster Fishermen's 
Union, No. 11843, American Federation of Labor, of Vinal
haven, 1\fe., for the shipping bill-to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. _ 

By Mr. LLOYD : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Noah 
E. Lane--to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By Mr. LORIMER : Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Mary P .. Thiele and Andrew T. Monert-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. McNARY : Paper to accompany bill for 'relief of 
Joseph Manning-to the Committee on Claims. 

. By Mr. MAHON: Petitions of General Harrison Council, No. 
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95, Daughters of Liberty, of Greencastle, Pa., and Victory Coun
cil, No. 443, Junior Order ·united American Mechanics, favor
ing restriction of immigration-to the Committee on Immi
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Board of 
Trade of Philadelphia, for the subsidy shipping bill-to the 
Committee on the :Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of Attica Council, No. 317, Junior 
Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immi
gration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr." OLMSTED: Petitions of 'Vicomico Council, No. 57; 
Lykens, Pa., Commonwealth Council, No. 597; Camp C.urtain 
Counci1, No. 629, and Golden Star Council, No. G, Junior Order 
United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration 
"(bi1l S. 44.03)-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali
zation. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET of Indiana: Petition of the One bun
llred and thirteenth Regiment of Illinois Veterans' Association, 
for increase of pension-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Eleson Gatewood-
to the Committee on Invalid Pension . · 

By Mr. POU: Petition of Spring Hope Counci1, No. 176, Junior 
Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of im
migration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Petition for the erec
tion of a statue in the city of Florence, Ala., to Gen. John 
Coffee-to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of the Northeastern Federation 
of Women's Clubs, against spoliation of Niagara Falls-to the 
Committee on Rivers and llarbors. 

Also, petition of the Northeastern Federation of Women's 
Clubs, for punishing lynching by fixing capital punishment a. 
penalty for same-to the Committee on the Judiciary. . 

By Mr. SHEPPARD : Paper to . accompany bill for relief of 
0. W. Reid and Sam Daube-to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany lJill for relief of Elizabeth 'Vilson
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\fr. TIRRELL: Petitions of Mary C. Smith et al. all(l the 
E itcbburg Board of Trade and l\fercbants' Association, for re
moval of the tariff on art works-to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. V .{l.N WINKLE : Papers to _accompany bills for relief 
of l\Irs. J. Ferris and Mrs. Eliza 'Villiams-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petitions of Pennsburg (Pa.) Council. Xo. 
961; Henry Seybert Council, No. 520, of Abington, Pa. ; Piper
ville (Pa.) Council, No. 620; Hand in Hand Council, No. 50, of 
Quakertown, Pa., and Riegelsville (Pa.) Council, No. 810, Jtmior 
Order United American Mechanics, and Friend hip Council, No. 
41, Daughter of Liberty, of Eden, . Pa., for restriction of immi
gration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali~~;ation. 

By Mr. WOOD: Petition of Hiawatha Council, No. 110, Junior 
Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immi
gration (bill S. 4403)-to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. · _ 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, against re
peal of the national bankruptcy law-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Trenton Musical Association, Loc.al No. 62, 
American t"'ederation of Musicians, for bill S. 529 (the shipping 
bill)-to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheri~s. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, for the 
shipping bill-to the Committee on the Merchant l\!arine and 
Fisheries. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

FRIDAY, Decembe1· 'l, 1906. 
The House met' at 12 o'clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. HENRY N. CouDEN, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

approved. 
ADJOUR MENT. 

Mr. PAYNE. l\lr. Speaker, I move that when the House ad
journ to-day it be to Monday next 

The question was taken ; and the motion was agreed to. 
CALL OF COMMITTEES. 

Tlle SPEAKER The Clerk will proceed with the call of com
'mittees. . 

Mr. ·LACEY (when the Committee on the Public Lands was 
called). l\lr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 15335) for the 

protection of game animals, birds, and fishes in the Olympic 
Forest Reser;ve of the United States, in the State of Washing
ton. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the President of the United States is here

by authorized to designate such area in the Olympic Forest Reser·ve, 
in the State of Washington, not exceeding 750,000 acres, as should, 
in his opinion, be set aside for the protection of game animals, birds, 
and fishes therein, and as a breeding place therefor. 

SEc. 2. That when such area bas been designated as provided for 
in section 1 of this act, hunting, trapping, killing, capturing, or pur
suing game animals, birds, and fish, upon the lands and within the 
waters of .the United States, within the limits of said area, shall be 
unlawful, and any person violating the provisions of this act sha ll be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and shall, upon conviction in any 

nited States court of competent jurisdiction , be fined in a sum not 
exceeding $1,000 and be imprisoned for a period not exceeding one year, 
in the discretion of the court. 

S~c. 3. That it is the purpose of this act to protect f rom tL·espass 
the public lands of the United States and the game animals, bil'ds, and 
fish which may be thereon, and not to interfere with t he local game 
laws as affecting priv::_~.te ol' State lands. . · 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill introduced by tlle 
gentleman from Washington [:Mr. HuMPHREY] authorizing the 
designation of a portion of the Olympic Fore t Reserve as a 
game preserve, in addition to its present use as a forest reserve. 
There is in this particular locality the only remains of a herd 
of elk. · 

:i\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ma4:e a point of order against 
this bill. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
New Yoi'k [Mr. PAYNE] rise? 

Mr. PAYNE. I rise for the purpose of making a point of 
order that this_ bill can not come in under this order, that it is 
not properly on the House Calendar. If I bad understood the 
bill, I could have made the point of order before. As I under
stand the gentleman, it proposes to change a reservation, and the 
point of it is to appropriate for a game reserve instead of 
a forest reserve. Of course, incidentally, it requires officials, 
game wardens, constables, and all that sort of thing, but it 
changes the nature of the reservation-appropriates it to a new 
use. 

l\Ir. LACEY. In the firs~ place, l\Ir. Speaker, the objection 
e:ome·s too late. In the second place, there is no appropriation 
of public Ilroperty and there is no creation of any charge upo:q. 
the Treasury. There is no provision in the bill for the payment 
of a game warden .or anybody else. It authorizes the· issuance 
of a proclamation de~laring that a portio!! of this reserve may b~ 
treated as a game reserve. That is all, and nothing more. 
There is no appropriation either directly or indirectly involved 
in it. The effect of 'it would be to enable the Executive to pre~ 
sene the remains of an elk herd, which is all that is left to-day 
on the Pacific coast, except · a small herd that has recently been 
transferred at the expense of the Government from a private 
reserve in southern California to a forest reserve in that locality. 

Mr. PAYNE. What does the gentleman say as to the change 
in the appropriation in. public lands? 

Mr. LACEY. It is not an appropriation at all. It is simply 
a reservation for an additiona_l public use, not for a private one. 
It is not parting with the property in any way whatever, any 
more than it would be declared that in the DistriCt of Columbia 
there should be a closed season during a .certain portion of the 
year as to game. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. If that is correct, then why could not the Con'
gres · under this order say it should be used for an army 
reservation of a military post? Certainly the gentleman then 
would say it was obnoxious to the rule and subject to the· point 
of order. · · 

1\Ir. LACEY. The establishment of a military post of neces
sity, 1\Ir. Speaker, involves an expendihlre. The mere reserva
tion of lan;l for a public use is not an appropriation. It is just 
the opposite of one. It is a retention and not an appropriation 
of the_.property. _ _ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [1\Ir. PAYNE] 
makes the point of order upon this bill--

1\Ir. LACEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, clause 3, ·Rule XXIII--
1\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that it 

should first be considered in the Committee of the Whole. 
Mr. LACEY. 1\Ir. Speaker-- _ 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will bear the gentleman from 

Iowa [Mr. LACEY]. The gentleman from New York [. fr. 
PAYNE] makes the point of order that this bill should be on the 
Union Calendar rather than on the House Calendar. In other 
words, that it should be considered in the Committee of the 
Wllole, as the Chair understands. 

1\Ir. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, suppose we pass a law creating a 
new statutory offense. It necessarily follows that for a com
mission of that offense arrests may be made, the grand juries 
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